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(Mass  R-56)  Boston,  Massachusetts 


Responsible  Agency 

City  of  Boston 

Office  of  Federal  Compliance 

Boston ,  Massachusetts 

(acting  for  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development, 

Boston  Area  Office,  pursuant  to  Section  104  h  of  the  Housing 

and  Commvuiity  Development  Act  of  1974,  as  amended) 

Name  of  Action 

(X)  Administrative   (   )  Legislative 

Brief  Description  of  Action; 

The  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  in  compliance  with  HUD's 
regulations  (24  CFR  Part  570.803),  is  undertaking  a  financial  settlement  of  its 
remaining  project  activities  in  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Project  Area 
(R-56).   The  remaining  activities  to  be  carried  out  in  the  project  fall  into 
two  categories : 

(1)  Properties  to  be  Conveyed;   There  are  112  parcels  of  land 
created  by  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Plan  which  remain  to  be  conveyed  for 
redevelopment.   Of  these,  nineteen  are  considered  major  reuse  parcels  because 
of  their  significant  size,  the  magnitude  of  impact  of  their  possible  develop- 
ment alternatives  and  the  questions  which  exist  in  the  community  surrounding 
their  possible  reuses.   This  environmental  assessment  process  has  focused 
primarily  on  both  the  assessment  of  the  impacts  of  alternative  development 
strategies  for  these  nineteen  major  reuse  parcels  and  on  the  identification 
of  the  preferred  reuse  alternative  for  each  of  these  major  parcels.   All  of 
these  remaining  renewal  parcels  will  be  conveyed  in  one  of  the  following 
three  ways.   They  may  be  conveyed  subject  to  the  controls  and  objectives  of 
the  Plan  as  modified.   They  may  be  entirely  or  partially  deleted  from  planned 
acquisition  for  redevelopment  by  the  Authority;  or  their  planned  reuse  will 
be  modified  or  altered  prior  to  disposition  for  redevelopment.   Of  particular 
concern  are  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  actions  on  the  social  and  economic 
characteristics  of  the  neighborhoods  in  the  South  End. 

(2)  Project  Improvements:   A  significant  balance  of  the  planned 
project  improvements  remains  to  be  done.   The  cost  of  completing  this 


unfinished  work  has  been  estimated  at  $35  million.   The  Authority  has  allo- 
cated the  remaining  funds  available  to  the  project  to  a  portion  of  these 
improvements.   In  addition  funds  will  be  sought  from  other  sources  to  complete 
many  of  these  planned  activities.   This  assessment  is  concerned  with  the 
impacts  of  the  completion,  deferral  or  possible  deletion  of  these  remaining 
improvements . 

Summary  of  Environmntal  Impact  and  Adverse  Environmental  Effects 

As  a  result  of  the  implementation  of  the  preferred  reuse  alternatives 
on  the  nineteen  major  reuse  parcels  of  land,  approximately  529  units  of 
either  new  or  rehabilitated  housing  will  be  constructed,  along  with  54,000 
square  feet  of  either  new  or  rehabilitated  industrial  space  and  177,000 
square  feet  of  either  new  or  rehabilitated  commercial  space.   The  total  value 
of  this  new  private  investment  is  estimated  at  $26.7  million.   In  addition 
91,000  square  feet  of  new  park  land  will  be  added  to  the  South  End  along  with 
an  addition  of  54,000  square  feet  of  new  institutional  space.   These  projects 
will  generate  $841,710  in  annual  property  taxes  and  create  approximately  837 
new  construction  jobs  and  347  new  permanent  jobs — 177  in  commercial  establish- 
ments, 150  in  industrial  establishments  and  1 0  in  residential  maintenance  and 
management.   This  new  development  will  have  an  overall  beneficial  effect  on 
the  community  by  providing  jobs,  expanding  the  city's  tax  base  and  expanding 
the  supply  of  housing  and  open  space  for  recreational  purposes. 

The  principal  adverse  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  include  the 
possible  displacement  of  up  to  39  households  and  42  businesses,  along  with 
the  negative  effects  of  both  deleted  and  deferred  planned  public  improvements. 
The  total  array  of  new  developments  which  may  result  from  urban  renewal 
close-out  activities  as  well  as  from  other  construction  in  and  near  the  South 
End  might  marginally  contribute  to  an  existing  trend  of  increasing  housing 
costs  in  the  area.   This  trend  has  historically  resiilted  in  associated 
displacement  of  households  who  are  not  able  to  compete  in  the  rental  housing 
market. 

In  order  to  mitigate  these  adverse  impacts,  efforts  will  be  made  to 
relocate  displaced  businesses  and  households  within  the  South  End  if  they  so 
desire.   Efforts  will  be  made,  where  possible,  to  include  deferred  planned 
public  improvements  within  other  budgets.   In  order  to  mitigate  the  adverse 
impact  of  housing  market  pressvires,  efforts  will  be  made  to  explore  avenues 
for  moderate  income  home  ownership  within  the  South  End. 

Alternatives  Considered 

Each  of  the  nineteen  major  reuse  parcels  which  were  assessed  included 
between  two  and  five  possible  alternatives.   These  alternatives  involve 
different  land  uses,  (residential,  commercial,  industrial,  recreational)  and 
occasionally  the  delete/do  not  acquire  alternative. 
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I.   INTRODUCTION 


A.   GOALS  OF  THE  ASSESSMENT  PROCESS 
7^D  METHODOLOGY 

The  South  End  is  one  of  Boston's  most 
interesting  and  best  studied  neighbor- 
hoods.  It  is  perhaps  the  city's  most 
cosmopolitan  area,  containing  a  diverse 
mix  of  ethnic  and  income  groups .   The 
neighborhood  also  contains  one  of  the 
most  ambitious  urban  renewal  projects  in 
the  county,  which  encompasses  over  60  0 
acres  and  includes  more  than  200  parcels 
of  land. 

The  neighborhood  has  undergone  enormous 
change  from  its  early  days  in  the 
mid-nineteenth  century  as  a  genteel 
single  family  rowhouse  community 
on  newly  filled  land.   In  the  late 
1800s,  the  neighborhood  became  a  working 
class  district  of  roominghouses  and 
tenements  and  an  enclave  for  immigrants. 
It  also  developed  a  reputation  as  a 
saloon  district.   In  the  early  and 
middle  twentieth  century,  the  South  End 
experienced  the  problems  associated  with 
urban  decay — loss  of  population  and 
jobs,  abandonment  of  buildings,  decline 
of  property  values,  and  a  rapid  increase 
in  the  crime  rate.   More  recently 
the  South  End  has  benefitted  from 
revitalization,  some  of  which  has  been 
renewal-related  and  some  of  which  has 
resulted  from  private  market  forces. 
This  activity  has  taken  the  form  of  new 
subsidized  housing  development  for 
low  and  moderate  income  households  and 
expensive  rowhouse  restoration  for 
middle  and  upper  income  households. 

The  South  End  today  is  an  intricate 
inner-city  neighborhood  in  which  different 
population  and  income  groups  often  have 
competing  goals  and  interests.   These 
characterstics  have  made  the  South  End  a 
challenging  and  difficult  community  to 
plan  for.   This  fact  confronted  the 
planners  who  prepared  the  initial  South 
End  Urban  Renewal  Plan  in  the  early 
1960 's.   In  order  to  achieve  concensus 
on  the  goals  and  objectives  of  the 
original  renewal  plan  an  elaborate  and 
lengthy  community  review  process  was 


undertaken  in  which  numerous  meetings 
were  held  with  various  interest  groups 
throughout  the  neighborhoods. 

The  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA) 
is  now  required  to  arrive  at  a  financial 
settlement  for  the  South  End  Urban 
Renewal  project  with  the  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD). 
Financial  settlement  interpreted  narrowly 
involves  an  evaluation  of  the  remaining 
projects  in  order  to  allocate  the 
project  funds  which  remain.   Financial 
settlement  also  involves  an  assessment 
of  the  environmental  consequences  of  the 
financial  settlement  prior  to  completion 
of  the  project,  including  the  deleting, 
or  non-funding,  of  activities  originally 
proposed  in  the  Plan.   The  BRA  has 
chosen  to  use  the  occasion  of  financial 
settlement  as  an  opportunity  to  undertake 
a  major  review  of  the  progress  of  the 
project  during  the  past  thirteen  years, 
to  assess  the  recommendation  of  the 
original  renewal  plan  and  to  amend 
the  plan  as  necessary  in  view  of  any  new 
findings  from  the  review. 

This  assessment  process  has  involved  a 
variety  of  activities.   One  important 
activity  has  been  the  preparation  of  an 
in-depth  attitudinal  and  socio-economic 
surx^ey  of  South  End  residents.   This 
survey  was  undertaken  by  Concensus  Inc., 
a  consultant,  in  the  summer  of  1978.   It 
sought  answers  to  a  number  of  questions 
concerning  the  characteristics  and 
development  preferences  of  South  Enders. 
In  addition,  the  BRA  conducted  an 
in-house  review  of  housing  issues  in  the 
South  End.   The  issue  of  subsidized 
housing  is  clearly  the  most  complex  and 
controversial  one  in  the  South  End. 
Following  this  review  the  BRA  published 
a  policy  paper  on  the  subject  entitled 
Subsidized  Housing  in  the  South  End 
(April  1978)  which  detailed  its  revised 
policies. 

A  third  activity  in  this  assessment  is 
an  environmental  impact  assessment  cjf 
future  development  efforts,  that  is  the 
topic  of  this  document.   The  BRA,  with 
the  aid  of  consultants  elected, to  reopen 
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the  planning  process  by  going  back  to 
the  community  in  an  effort  to  ascertain 
its  needs  and  preferences.   In  light  of 
the  tremendous  changes  which  the  South 
End  has  experienced  since  1965,  it  was 
felt  that  an  extensive  process  was 
required  to  assess  effectively  the 
impacts  of  remaining  urban  renewal 
activities  and  future  courses  of  action 
in  the  community.   This  effort  concentrat- 
ed on  both  the  identification  of  impacts 
and  the  formulation  of  reuse  alternatives 
for  nineteen  major  land  parcels  in 
the  South  End.   These  parcels  were 
selected  both  because  of  their  large 
size  and  the  numerous  questions  which 
surrounded  their  future  usage.   Also 
assessed  were  the  impacts  of  different 
disposition  strategies  for  the  minor 
renewal  parcels,  as  well  as  the  identifi- 
cation and  assessment  of  planned  but  not 
completed  public  improvements.   This 
process  lasted  for  approximately  one 
year  and  involved  nearly  3  0  community 
meetings  on  the  neighborhood,  quadrant 
and  community  wide  level. 

The  impacts  of  financial  settlement 

and  alternative  reuse  strategies 

for  nineteen  major  parcels  were  assessed 

in  terms  of  the  following  ten  categories. 

•  Displacement 

•  Economic  base/employment 

•  Real  estate  market/property  values 
and  fiscal  impacts 

•  Community  facilities  and  services 

•  Transportation  facilities 

•  Parks,  recreation  and  open  space 

•  Aesthetics,  urban  design  and 
historic  values 

•  Community  character 

•  Consistency  with  plans 

•  Air  quality,  noise  and  ecosystems 

The  study  design  involved  five  phases. 
In  the  initial  phase,  the  social  and 
economic  fabric  of  the  South  End  was 
examined.   This  was  followed  by  the 
definition  of  reuse  alternatives  for 
parcels  of  land  and  a  preliminary 


assessment  of  the  impacts  of  each 
alternative.   During  the  next  phase,  a 
more  detailed  impact  assessment  was 
prepared  which  is  contained  in  this 
draft  document.   Through  the  process, 
the  views  of  the  community  were  solicit- 
ed, particularly  on  how  the  urban 
renewal  parcels  of  land  should  be 
used  in  the  future. 


PURPOSE  OF  FINANCIAL  SETTLEMENT 

The  purpose  of  this  document  is  to 
assess  the  impact  of  the  Financial 
Settlement  actions  of  the  Boston  Rede- 
velopment Authority  for  its  Urban 
Renewal  Project  in  Boston's  South  End. 
The  BRA  has  been  required  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
(HUD)  to  closeout  its  urban  renewal 
program  in  this  area  of  the  city  as  it 
has  done  in  each  of  the  other  urban 
renewal  areas  in  Boston.   Close-out  does 
not  mean  that  the  BRA  intends  to  terminate 
its  redevelopment  efforts  in  the  South 
End.   Financial  settlement  can  best  be 
viewed  as  a  legal  and  accounting  procedure 
in  which  all  urban  renewal  agencies 
formally  terminate  the  traditional  urban 
renewal  program.   It  involves  settling 
all  HUD  loans  and  selectively  designating 
new  uses  for  urban  renewal  land  parcels 
where  the  planned  uses  are  either  no 
longer  feasible  or  desirable  from  a 
piiblic  policy  viewpoint.   Financial 
settlement  in  the  South  End  also  involves 
a  comparison  of  the  actual  with  the 
planned  accomplishments  of  urban  renewal 
during  its  thirteen  year  history.   This 
review  encompasses  each  of  the  major 
areas  of  renewal  activity:  including 
residential,  commercial,  and  industrial 
development,  construction  of  community 
facilities  and  public  improvements  and 
the  provision  of  transportation  services. 

The  BRA  estimates  that  at  least  $35 
million  worth  of  urban  renewal  work 
remains  to  be  done  in  the  South  End. 


Major  Parcels 

QUADRANT  ONE 

New  Carter  School  Site 
15,  16 

Existing  Carter  School  Site 
P-22,  PB-4,  58,  SE-95 

Existing  Buildings  on 

Mass.  Ave. 

SE-1,  SE-46,  SE-47,  RR-82, 

RR-67,  SE-43,  SE-44,  SE-45, 

SE-18,  SE-20,  SE-21,  SE-22 , 

SE-23 

Infill  Housing 
RE- 2  8 

QUADRANT  TWO 

Tent  City  Site 
llA,  IIB 

BRA  Site  Office/Baptist  Church 
PB-1,  SE74-77 

Victory  Gardens 
P6-A 

.Franklin  Institute 
7 

QUADRANT  THREE 

Harrison/E.  Dedham  Site 
54,  54A 


First  National  Site 
P-16 

Rollins  St.  Site 
32C 

Hub  Motors  Site 
PB-1 2 

Harry  the  Greek  Block 
P6-B 

Washington/Laconia  St.  Site 
31,  31B,  31A-2 


QUADRANT  FOUR 

Northampton  and  Washington  Site 
R-12A,  R-12B,  336 

Infill  Housing 
RE-7 

MacDonald  Warehouse 
R-11 

Rutland  and  Washington  Site 
RC-9,  30,  RD-60 

Bates  School  Site 
R-10 


Individual  quadrant 
maps  may  be  found  i 
chapter  four. 


Because  urban  renewal  funding  has  been 
sharply  curtailed,  not  all  of  the 
activities  approved  by  HUD  in  the 
original  plan  can  be  carried  out.   The 
City  has  been  allocated  approximately 
$12  million  to  complete  top  priority 
arban  renewal  projects  throughout  the 
c:ity.   Because  of  this  limitation  of 
funds,  only  a  portion  of  the  originally 
snvisioned  projects  in  the  South  End  can 
De  completed  as  part  of  financial 
settlement. 

following  this  review  the  BRA  must  then 
Jecide  which  of  the  planned  activities 
Lt  wishes  to  complete,  which  are  appro- 
3riate  for  deletion  and  which  should  be 
undertaken  by  other  programs  and/or 
)ther  agencies.   The  BRA  must  also 
iesignate  alternative  uses  for  major 
irban  renewal  parcels  often  because  the 
Dlanned  use  is  no  longer  contemplated  or 
jecause  the  designated  developer  has 
lot  carried  out  the  project. 


ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  REPORT 

!'his  report  contains  four  major  sections 
md  a  technical  appendix.   In  Section  I, 
;he  community  participation  process  is 
liscussed,  and  a  brief  history  of  the 
South  End  is  presented.   This  history 
':overs  both  the  period  prior  to  urban 
renewal  and  the  activities  from  the 
idoption  of  the  Plan  (1965)  to  the 
^resent. 


Section  II,  also  examines  the  character- 
istics of  existing  commercial,  industrial 
and  residential  development  in  the  South  End. 

Section  III  consists  of  a  detailed 
assessment  of  the  nineteen  major  parcels. 
Summary  data  on  the  existing  status  of 
each  parcel  are  first  presented.   This 
is  followed  by  a  set  of  matrices  which 
indicate  what  type  of  impacts  each 
development  alternative  would  have  on 
the  community.   This  section  also 
includes  an  assessment  of  which  develop- 
ment alternative  would  be  feasible 
financially  and  presents  the  alternative 
which  the  BRA  prefers  for  each  parcel  of 
land. 

The  final  section  of  the  report  covers  a 
number  of  areas  including:   the  impacts 
and  issues  surrounding  different  disposi- 
tion strategies  for  the  minor  parcels  of 
urban  renewal  land;  the  summary  impacts 
of  the  preferred  alternatives  for  the 
major  parcels,  the  aggregate  impacts  of 
the  public  improvement  strategies;  and 
the  unavoidable  adverse  environmental 
effects  of  development  on  the  urban 
renewal  parcels  and  measures  to  mitigate 
the  impacts.   The  report  concludes  with 
a  technical  appendix.   This  included  a 
section  which  examines  what  types  of 
uses  are  financially  feasible  on  the 
remaining  major  undeveloped  urban 
renewal  parcels  of  land,  including 
possible  commercial,  industrial  and 
residential  uses. 


'he  next  major  section  (II)  examines  the 
:urrent  condition  of  the  South  End.   It 
>egins  with  a  socioeconomic  and  demo- 
(raphic  profile  of  the  South  End, 
ncluding  data  from  a  recent  survey, 
'he  existing  land  uses  are  then  presented 
nd  current  issues  related  to  housing, 
ransportation,  urban  design,  and 
■ommunity  services  are  discussed.   We 
Iso  examine  the  current  land  use 
ondition  in  light  of  the  goals  and 
'bjectives  presented  in  the  original 
^'rban  Renewal  Plan. 


B.  HISTORY  OF  THE  SOUTH  END 

HISTORY  OF  THE  SOUTH  END  PRIOR  TO 
URBAN  RENEWAL  (1850-1965) 

The  South  End  began  as  a  series  of 
real  estate  ventures  and  landfill 
operations  in  the  1850s  and  1860s. 
Tidal  marshes  were  filled  and  dev- 
elopers built  a  series  of  single 
family  row  houses,  usually  three  to 
five  stories,  which  were  intended 
to  attract  middle  and  upper  income 
families.   About  570  acres  were  filled 
between  1856  and  1894,  a  high  propor- 
tion when  one  considers  the  entire 
renewal  area  covers  only  slightly 
more  than  600  acres.   These  houses 
were  laid  out  along  a  pattern  of 
streets  and  squares,  some  crescent 
shaped  with  landscaping  in  a  center 
island.   The  style  and  floor  plan  of 
the  houses  along  with  the  crescent 
shape  of  many  of  the  streets  were 
influenced  by  the  fashionable  town- 
house  rows  in  London  during  the  per- 
iod.  The  venture  was  similar  in 
concept  to  the  development  of  Back 
Bay,  though  initiated  on  a  much  lar- 
ger scale  with  whole  blocks  or  large 
portions  of  blocks  being  erected  by 
one  developer. 

This  venture  was  largely  a  financial 
failure.   The  South  End  never  attrac- 
ted the  large  numbers  of  upper  income 
groups  envisioned  by  its  developers. 
The  wealthy  preferred  the  more  fash- 
ionable Back  Bay.   A  new  working  class 
population,  however,  was  drawn  to  the 
area  by  new  industrial  developments  on 
the  southern  and  eastern  edges  of  the 
South  End.   Increasingly,  the  single 
family  row  houses  were  converted  to 
rooming  houses  and  apartments.   By 
the  financial  depression  of  1873  the 
South  End  had  become  largely  an  Irish 
Catholic  working  class  district.   To 
accommodate  the  new  population, 
streets  such  as  Gray  and  Lawrence  Sts. 
were  built  on  land  that  had  been  in- 
tended for  rear  gardens  and  service 
alleys.   This  "newer"  housing  was 
accordingly  far  smaller  in  size. 


A  succession  of  other  ethnic  groups 
followed  the  Irish  including  Jewish, 
Syrian,  Greek,  Italian,  Chinese, 
Portugese,  West  Indian,  and  Amer- 
ican Blacks.   A  tenement  district 
developed  around  Castle  Square,  while 
an  open-air  market  grew  up  on  Dover 
St.   The  South  End  by  the  turn  of 
the  century  had  become  the  largest 
rooming  house  district  in  the  United 
States  with  37,000  people  crowded  in- 
to lodging  houses. 

In  addition  to  its  immigrant  working- 
class  reputation,  the  South  End  also 
gained  a  reputation  as  a  saloon  dis- 
trict, with  large  numbers  of  saloons, 
liquor  stores  and  pool  rooms.   In 
time,  the  young  working  class  popu- 
lation began  to  leave  their  lodging 
houses  for  more  spacious  housing 
elsewhere  in  the  city.   The  South 
End's  population  became  increasingly 
poor  and  aged.   By  the  1950' s  much 
of  the  South  End  had  physicially 
deteriorated.   Though  a  working 
class  population  remained  in  the 
South  End,  the  district  came  to  be 
regarded  by  outsiders  as  an  area  of 
alcoholism,  prostitution  and 
drug  traffic,  an  "urban  wilderness" 
with  a  disproportion  of  the  city's 
social  and  economic  problems.   While 
the  area  was  subject  to  dwindling 
population,  poverty  and  decay,  it 
was  for  many  a  viable,  low  rent  area 
of  the  city.   It  was  a  highly 
diverse  community  with  close  to 
forty  ethnic  groups  concentrated  in 
homogeneous  enclaves  throughout  the 
district. 

By  1960  the  South  End  found  itself 
beset  by  problems  common  to  old 
inner-city  neighborhoods  through- 
out the  country.   These  problems 
included  an  outmigration  of  popu- 
lation, housing  abandonment  and 
chronic  poverty.   Most  of  the  hous- 
ing units  were  substandard.   Few 
had  adequate  kitchen  or  bathroom 


facilities  since  most  were  rooming 
houses  which  had  been  converted  from 
single  family  townhouses.   Struc- 
tural problems  were  widespread,  and 
required  fire  escapes  were  often 
lacking. 

There  was  a  broad  consensus  in  the 
early  1960 's  that  the  area  was  in 
need  of  some  form  of  renewal .   In 
addition  to  poor  housing  conditions, 
public  facilities  were  either  de- 
teriorated or  lacking.   The  streets 
and  sidewalks  were  in  poor  repair, 
as  were  the  sewer  and  water  systems. 
Compounding  these  problems  was  the 
fact  that  banks  generally  refused  to 
issue  mortgages  in  the  area.   Neither 
the  city  nor  local  residents  had  the 
financial  resources  to  rehabilitate 
the  area  in  accordance  with  local 
codes  and  established  standards  with- 
out outside  assistance. 

Other  developments  began  in  the  early 
1960 ' s  which  would  result  in  signifi- 
cant changes  in  the  population  of  the 
South  End.   The  area's  close  proximity 
to  the  Prudential  Center  and  downtown 
combined  with  its  unique  architecture 
and  low  housing  costs  made  it  attrac- 
tive to  young  professionals  as  a  resi- 
dential area.   Increasingly,  both  pri- 
vate developers  and  individuals  began 
to  buy  and  to  renovate  deteriorated 
brick  townhouses  for  middle  and  upper 
income  residences.   This  activity  first 
began  in  the  Ellis  neighborhood  in  the 
northeastern  corner  and  spread  sub- 
sequently to  other  parts  of  the  South 
End. 


HISTORY  OF  URBAN  RENEWAL  IN  THE  SOUTH 
END  (1965-1978) 

In  the  1960 ' s  Boston  embarked  upon  a 
city-wide  program  of  HUD  funded  urban 
renewal  in  both  residential  and  busi- 
ness districts.   With  the  unfortunate 
experience  of  the  West  End  Project 


freshly  in  mind,  the  neighborhood 
renewal  programs  were  focused  more 
upon  rehabilitation  than  upon  demo- 
lition and  new  construction.   This 
was  true  of  urban  renewal  in  the 
South  End  where  the  approach  taken 
would  emphasize  large-scale  housing 
rehabilitation,  a  major  upgrading  of 
public  facilities,  and  the  construc- 
tion of  subsidized  housing  units. 
This  is  not  meant  to  imply  that  ex- 
amples of  large  scale  clearance  acti- 
vities would  not  take  place  in  the 
South  End.   The  Lower  Roxbury  neigh- 
borhood would  see  large  scale  demo- 
lition activities  in  conjunction  with 
the  planned,  and  then  cancelled,  high- 
ways; and  to  facilitate  construction 
of  new  subsidized  housing  projects. 

The  development  of  the  final  Urban 
Renewal  Plan  for  the  South  End  was  a 
lengthy  process  which  involved  un- 
precedented levels  of  community  par- 
ticipation.  HUD  requirements  stipu- 
lated that  the  community  review  and 
generally  approve  the  plan.   Accord- 
ingly in  1961  a  committee,  known  as 
the  Urban  Renewal  Committee  (URC)  was 
formed.   The  original  committee  was 
disproportionately  represented  by 
homeowners,  a  group  which  at  that 
time  constituted  less  than  10%  of  the 
South  End's  population.   Sketch  plans 
were  presented  to  the  community  in 
April  of  1962  which  would  have  signi- 
ficantly altered  the  character  of  the 
community.   This  plan  was  hastily 
drawn  and  drew  widespread  opposition 
at  the  public  meeting.   Following  this, 
BRA  planners  restructured  the  review 
process  making  it  more  open  and  more 
broadly  representative.   Numerous 
meetings  were  held  with  a  wide  variety 
of  groups  including  churches  and  neigh- 
borhood associations  to  negotiate  the 
specific  elements  of  the  plan  with 
those  affected.   When  the  final  plan 
was  presented  at  a  City  Council  meet- 
ing in  November  of  1965  over  150 
meetings  had  taken  place.   This 


* 


process  is  well  documented  in  Langley 
Keyes  book  The  Rehabilitation  Plan- 
ning Game.   Keyes  characterizes  the 
final  plan  as  "a  series  of  neighbor- 
hood designs  soldered  together  into 
a  proposal  for  the  area."    In  Keyes' 
view  the  final  Plan  could  be  viewed 
as  a  negotiated  balance  between  often 
competing  interest  groups. 

The  renewal  debate  often  centered 
on  planning  for  existing  residents 
versus  encouraging  higher  income  people 
to  move  into  the  area.   A  major  issue 
raised  early  was  a  dilemma  faced  by 
renewal  projects  nationwide — how  to 
improve  housing  quality  through  ex- 
tensive rehabilitation  of  the  exist- 
ing stock  without  displacing  the  ex- 
isting residents.   In  the  South  End,  the 
issue  was  more  complicated  because  of 
the  private  market  pressure.   Many 
felt  that  market  pressure  would  occur 
and  displace  low  income  residents 
whether  or  not  an  urban  renewal  project 
was  initiated. 

The  adopted  Plan  was  ambitious  in 
both  its  goals  and  scope.   It  attempt 
ed  to  preserve  the  South  End's 
heterogeneous  population  mix  through 
both  the  construction  of  3,300  new 
housing  units  for  low  income  fami- 
ies  and  through  a  substantial  3,000 
unit  housing  rehabilitation  program. 
The  plan  also  sought  to  siibstan- 
tially  rehabilitate  the  South  End's 
community  and  public  facilities. 
Sewer  and  water  systems  were  to  be 
replaced,  streets  and  sidewalks  were 
to  be  reconstructed,  and  new  light- 
ing and  landscaping  were  to  be  pro- 
vided.  In  addition  a  new  branch 
library,  hospital  facility,  schools  and 
parks  were  to  be  built.   Completion 


Keyes,  Langley.   The  Rehabilitation 
Planning  Game,  A  Study  in  the  Divers- 
ity of  Neighborhood.   Cambridge,  MA. 
MIT  Press,  1969.   p.  82. 


of  the  plan  was  originally  estimated 
to  cost  approximately  $35  million, 
but  by  1978  over  $90  million  in 
public  funds  has  been  spent  with 
substantial  work  still  to  be  executed. 
In  summary,  the  two  planning  goals 
focused  on:  1)  maintaining  the 
heterogenous  nature  of  the  population; 
and  2)  rehabilitating  the  South 
End' s  housing  and  physical  infra- 
structure.  Throughout  the  history 
of  the  \irban  renewal  process,  these 
goals  generated  conflict  and  polar- 
ization within  the  community. 

During  the  first  two  years  of  imple- 
mentation of  the  Plan  major  contro- 
versey  began  to  emerge  surrounding 
the  bra's  housing  policies  and  pro- 
cedures.  The  early  phase  of  urban 
renewal  involved  the  acquisition  and 
demolition  of  buildings  on  parcels 
scheduled  for  new  development,  an 
activity  which  required  the  displace- 
ment of  hundreds  of  households. 
Demolition,  however,  came  prior  to 
the  availability  of  new  housing  for 
those  displaced.   The  original  plan 
estimated  that  3,550  households  or 
19%  of  South  End  households  would  be 
displaced,  half  of  whom  were  single 
person  households.    In  April  of  1968 
the  Tent  City  Protest  was  organized 
by  a  community  group  over  this  issue. 
The  protest  involved  a  camp-in  by  a 
community  group,  the  Community 
Assembly  for  a  Unified  South  End 
(CAUSE)  on  Parcel  11-B,  which  is 
assessed  later  in  this  document.   The 
site  was  selected  as  symbolic  of  the 
general  housing  issue  and  not  as  an 
isolated  case.   In  May  of  1968  the 
BRA  responded  by  ordering  that  demo- 
lition and  relocation  activities  be 
halted  until  subsidized  housing  was 
available,  or  except  when  the  space 
was  needed  for  immediate  develop- 
ment. 


'Ibid,  p.  82. 


The  controversy,  however,  continued 
In  1969,  construction  was  initiated 
on  several  large,  federally  subsi- 
dized housing  projects.   Also,  the 
city  sponsored  elections  that  year 
for  SEPAC,  the  South  End  Project 
Area  Committee.   SEPAC ' s  purpose  was 
to  provide  community  representation 
and  input  into  the  urban  renewal 
process.   The  history  of  these  years 
is  well  documented  in  a  BRA  publi- 
cation entitled  Subsidized  Housing 
in  the  South  End  1974,  (Revised 
April  1978)  and  in  the  1975  SEPAC 
Report  on  Housing  in  the  South  End. 

The  influx  of  higher  income  house- 
holds into  the  South  End  continued 
during  the  late  1960 's  and  early 
1970 's.   This  caused  poorer  resi- 
dents to  become  apprehensive  about 
displacement  and  resulted  in  the 
formation  of  several  new  political 
groups  concerned  with  the  housing 
issue.   The  focus  of  the  dispute 
shifted  somewhat.   It  became  less 
of  a  community-BRA  conflict  and 
more  of  an  internal  South  End  con- 
flict. At  one  end  of  the  spectrum 
was  the  Ad  Hoc  Committee  for  a  South 
End  for  South  Enders,  or  the  Ad  Hoc 
Committee,  and  at  the  other  end  was 
the  Committee  for  a  Balanced  South 
End. 

The  Ad  Hoc  Committee  maintained  that 
poorer  residents  were  being  forced 
from  the  neighborhood  due  to  rehabili- 
tation activities  and  the  lack  of 
low-rent  housing.   They  favored  more 
subsidized  housing  as  a  solution. 
The  Committee  for  a  Balanced  South 
End,  a  group  of  middle-income  residents, 
opposed  additional  subsidized  pro- 
jects.  They  claimed  that  the  South 
End  was  already  overburdened  by  such 
projects  and  the  various  social  prob- 
lems created  by  such  large  concentra- 


tions of  poor  families.   Between 
these  two  positions  was  a  moderate 
group  known  as  the  South  End  Citizen's 
Association  which  favored  both  con- 
tinued private  rehabilitation  acti- 
vities and  the  construction  of  addi- 
tional subsidized  housing. 

In  1973  the  Ad  Hoc  Committee  attacked 
a  prominent  developer  with  charges  of 
displacing  the  poor,  charges  which 
were  rebutted.   The  group  picketed 
the  Historical  Society's  Victorian 
Ball  and  disturbed  the  annual  South 
End  House  Tour.   In  1974  the  Balance 
Committee  filed  its  first  court  suit 
seeking  an  injunction  against  a  sub- 
sidized housing  development,   the 
Tenant's  Development  Corp.'s  proposed 
rehabilitation  of  185  units.   This 
was  followed  by  two  1974  suits:   one 
against  Concord  Homes  to  halt  con- 
struction of  181  units  of  subsidized 
housing  on  Tremont  St., ^  and  the  other 
against  Phase  I  of  Viviendas  La 
Victoria  developed  by  the  Emergency 
Tenants  Council  (now  IBA) .    None  of 
these  suits  were  successful,  and  each 
of  the  developments  was  built. 

In  an  effort  to  find  a  resolution  to 
the  conflicts  concerning  the  South 
End' s  development,  the  city  funded 
two  housing  reports.   The  first  of 
these.  Housing  in  the  South  End  (1974) 
was  prepared  by  the  BRA  in  order  to 
clarify  issues  and  identify  alter- 
natives.  A  more  ambitious  document 
was  the  SEPAC  Housing  Report  (1975) 
which  was  produced  with  staff  support 
by  a  special  housing  committee  set  up 
by  the  Mayor  and  broadly  representa- 
tive of  the  community.   The  prepara- 
tion of  this  report  involved  more  than 
a  year  of  research,  interviews  and  well 
attended  public  testimony.   Despite 
the  comprehensiveness  of  the  document, 
no  consensus  emerged  on  the  important 


Wilson  v  Lynn,  U.S. District  Court 
March  1974 


'Moran  v  Concord  Houses,  U.S. CD.  1974 


and  controversial  issues,  such 
as  the  amount  of  future  public 
housing  desirable  in  the  South  End. 
The  final  report  included  both 
majority  and  minority  recommenda- 
tions. 

Court  suits  and  controversy 
continued.   The  Balance  Committee 
sought  to  halt  relocation  of  the 
Pine  Street  Inn,  a  shelter  for 
indigent  alcoholic  men,  from  China- 
town to  a  new  $3  million  facility 
at  the  eastern  edge  of  the  South  End. 
While  the  suit  failed,  the  Committee 
did  succeed  in  convincing  HUD  se- 
cretary Carla  Hills  to  place  a 
moratorium  on  the  construction  of 
additional  subsidized  housing  units 
in  the  South  End.   The  moratorium 
permanently  stopped  construction 
of  Headstart  Housing,  a  145  unit 
subsidized  development.   (HUD  has 
recently  approved  construction  of 
the  197  unit  Viviendas  III,  an  IBA 
subsidized  development.   The  project 
has  also  become  involved  in  litiga- 
tion. ) 

Despite  this  controversey ,  the  BRA 
moved  ahead  during  this  period  in  an 
attempt  to  execute  the  renewal  plan, 
while  claiming  a  position  of  neu- 
trality concerning  the  housing  con- 
troversy.  While  the  BRA  has  not 
been  able  to  complete  the  entire 
plan,  much  has  been  accomplished. 
More  than  300  middle- income  house- 
holds have  secured  low-interest  re- 
habilitation loans  from  the  BRA  and 
have  renovated  more  than  80  0  housing 
units.   Moreover,  the  massive  up- 
grading of  the  South  End' s  physical 
infrastructure  undertaken  with  re- 
newal funds  has  encouraged  an  even 
larger  conventionally  financed  hous- 
ing rehabilitation  effort. 


Like  the  housing  controversey  itself, 
the  issue  of  BRA  completion  or  non- 
completion  of  the  objectives  of  the 
urban  renewal  plan  is  often  debated. 
The  BRA  claims  that  it  has  done  much 
toward  realizing  the  renewal  goal  of 
maintaining  a  mixed  population  in  the 
South  End.    The  BRA  mentions  two  facts 
to  support  this  claim.   First,  recent 
statistics  show  that  the  South  End  re- 
tains a  large  minority  population  of 
approximately  50%,  despite  twelve  years 
of  urban  renewal.    Second  the  median 
income  in  the  South  End  has  remained 
low  despite  the  inflxix  of  middle  class 
families.   The  median  income  in  the 
South  End  was  $7,000  in  1977,  well 
below  the  city-wide  figure  of  10,000 
and  only  slightly  above  the  poverty 
level  of  $6,200.    The  Authority 
also  states  that  it  has  fulfilled  its 
1965  Renewal  Plan  housing  objectives 
through  the  construction  of  4,316  new 
and  rehabilitated  subsidized  units 
both  completed  or  in  process,   more 
than  the  amount  originally  called 
for. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  during  the 
period  of  urban  renewal  a  number  of  both 
major  and  minor  changes  were  made  to  the 
plan.   These  changes  were  made  in  response 
to  new  developments  which  occured  which 
were  not  envisioned  during  the  initial 
planning  process.   These  included  changes 
in  city  and  metropolitan  transportation 
policies  which  resulted  in  cancellation 
of  planned  highways  and  new  investment 
in  transit  improvements.   Declining 


Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  Sub- 
sidized Housing  in  the  South  End,  April 
1978,  p.  19. 
2 

Estimate  based  upon  statistics  con- 
tained in  the  1978  Concensus  Inc. 
Survey. 

BRA,  Subsidized  Housing  in  the  South 
End,  April  1978,  p.  19. 
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enrollments  in  the  public  schools  and 
court  ordered  receivership  of  the 
school  department  also  resulted  in  the 
deletion  of  planned  new  public  schools. 
A  discussion  of  these  changes  by 
functional  area  is  found  in  Section  II. 
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C.   THE  COMMUNITY  PARTICIPATION  PROCESS 


GOAL  AND  DESCRIPTION  OF  A  COMMUNITY  IN- 
VOLVEMENT PROCESS 

The  goal  of  the  community  participation 
effort  for  the  South  End  Environmental 
Assessment  has  been  to  fully  involve 
South  End  residents  in  the  analysis  and 
review  of  alternative  actions  for  close 
out  of  the  urban  renewal  process.   The 
community  involvement  effort  sought  con- 
tinuously to  convey  information  to  resi- 
dents, to  solicit  their  comments  on  the 
preliminary  analyses,  and  to  present 
residents  with  the  final  assessment  of 
the  impacts  of  close  out. 

The  community  involvement  effort  was  di- 
vided into  three  phases,  with  each  phase 
including  both  informal  contact  and 
meetings,  and  more  formal  community-wide 
meetings.   In  order  to  insure  the  con- 
sideration of  the  interests  of  all  resi- 
dents in  the  South  End,  procedures  were 
established  to  record  in  detail  contacts 
with  the  community.   These  included  a 
fact  sheet  on  the  project,  telephone 
logs  of  all  calls,  sign  up  sheets  for 
all  meeting  participants,  and  meeting 
notes  recording  all  comments.   Handouts 
were  used  at  all  meetings  to  explain  the 
topics  and  to  solicit  resident  feedback. 
The  methods  for  announcing  the  meetings 
were  tailored  to  the  type  of  meeting — 
informal,  with  a  smaller  group,  or  for- 
mal, for  the  entire  community.   The 
three  phases  are  outlined  here,  with 
more  detailed  information  on  each  type 
of  meeting  following. 

Phase  I  of  community  involvement  oc- 
curred from  February  through  July  1978, 
during  the  first  three  tasks  of  the  en- 
vironmental assessment:   Task  1.  Estab- 
lish Area  Context;  Task  2.   Establish 
Alternatives;  Task  3.  Preliminary  As- 
sessment.  Phase  I  included  a  major  ef- 
fort to  establish  informal  communication 
with  existing  community  groups,  leaders, 
and  local  officials.   At  each  of  these 
meetings  the  assessment  process  was  pre- 
sented, neighborhood  suggestions  for  use 


of  renewal  parcels  were  recorded  and 
likely  social,  economic  and  physical  ef- 
fects of  close-out  actions  were  dis- 
cussed.  Informal  meetings  were  held 
with  18  neighborhood  and  business  organ- 
izations.  As  a  result  of  these  meetings 
a  list  was  compiled  of  all  neighborhood 
and  BRA  suggestions  for  renewal  parcels 
and  public  improvements.   Phase  I  also 
included  the  first  major  Community -Wide 
Meeting  that  reported  to  the  community 
at  large  on  the  assessment  process;  on 
the  roles  of  the  consultants,  the  agen- 
cies and  the  public;  and  on  the  alterna- 
tives selected  for  further  assessment. 
The  results  were  recorded  and  used  in 
the  Preliminary  Assessment,  Task  3,  and 
later  in  the  more  detailed  assessment  of 
impacts. 

Phase  II  of  the  community  involvement 
effort,  lasting  from  August  1978  to  Feb- 
ruary 1979,  occurred  during  Task  4:   As- 
sessment of  Impacts  and  Task  5:   Report 
Preparation.   Four  informal  workshop 
meetings  were  held  to  present  the  ini- 
tial assessment  of  impacts  on  the  major 
parcels.   For  purposes  of  analysis,  the 
South  End  was  divided  into  four  quad- 
rants.  Workshop  meetings  were  held  with 
residents  of  each  quadrant  to  discuss 
parcels  in  their  area.   The  results  of 
these  meetings  were  used  to  revise  the 
assessment  of  each  parcel.   The  second 
major  Community -Wide  Meeting,  also  held 
during  this  phase,  focused  on  major  is- 
sues affecting  the  overall  impacts  of 
close  out,  but  the  major  parcels  were 
not  discussed  in  detail.   These  issues 
included  the  BRA's  housing  policy,  the 
results  of  the  Consensus  Survey  of  the 
South  End,  and  the  market  feasibility 
issues  of  close  out. 

Phase  III  of  community  involvement  will 
occur  during  the  hearing  period,  follow- 
ing the  publication  of  the  draft  EIS. 
During  this  period,  the  consultants  will 
continue  informal  communication  with  re- 
sidents, such  as  providing  technical  as- 
sistance to  groups  seeking  to  testify. 
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and  will  help  establish  hearing  proce- 
dures.  The  final  major  Community-Wide 
Meeting  will  be  a  formal  public  hearing 
to  discuss  the  Draft  EIS  and  proposed 
financial  settlement  of  South  End. 

SUMMARY  OF  THE  COMMUNITY  MEETINGS 

For  each  group  of  meetings  or  major 
meeting,  the  following  section  will  de- 
scribe its  purpose,  how  it  was  adver- 
tised, the  contents  and  format  of  the 
presentation,  the  number  of  attendees 
and  written  statements  submitted,  and 
the  results  of  the  meeting  and  how  the 
results  were  applied  to  the  assessment. 

PHASE  I: 

Neighborhood  Meetings;   The  purpose  of 
these  meetings  was  to  introduce  the 
close  out  study  to  each  neighborhood  as- 
sociation and  to  other  active  interest 
groups  in  the  South  End'.  These  meetings 
were  organized  and  advertised  by  con- 
tacting the  head  of  each  association  and 
arranging  for  the  close  out  team  to  at- 
tend the  next  regularly  scheduled  meet- 
ing of  the  organization.  At  each  meet- 
ing, the  team  members  were  introduced 
and  the  close  out  process  and  environ- 
mental assessment  study  were  explained. 
The  meetings  focused  on  those  parcels 
within  the  neighborhood  or  of  particular 
interest  to  that  group  which  were  to  be 
analyzed  in  the  assessment.  Fact  sheets 
and  handouts  were  distributed  to  each 
attendee  with  maps  of  the  parcels  of  in- 
terest and  initial  suggestions  for  fu- 
ture use  of  the  parcels.  The  handout 
included  space  for  residents  to  add  al- 
ternatives and  to  make  comments  on  those 
already  listed.  The  meetings  were  run 
as  open  discussions,  with  the  consul- 
tants explaining  each  parcel  and  then 
listening  to  resident  comments.   All 
comments  were  recorded  in  formal  meeting 
notes,  and  used  to  narrow  the  assessment 
to  the  parcels  of  major  interest  and  to 
refine  the  alternatives  to  be  studied  as 
part  of  the  next  phase. 


As  shown  on  the  accompanying  chart, 
eighteen  meetings  were  held  involving 
over  375  people.   Some  organizations 
contacted  chose  to  combine  their  meet- 
ings with  other  groups  (e.g.  West  Con- 
cord Street  as  part  of  Four  Squares)  and 
others  (such  as  the  Tent  City  Task 
Force)  chose  not  to  hold  a  meeting  with 
the  EIS  team,  but  rather  to  attend  the 
sessions  as  interested  individuals.   All 
meetings  were  held  in  the  format  de- 
scribed above,  except  for  the  IBA  Festi- 
val where  a  bilingual  consultant  team 
set  up  display  boards  on  the  close  out 
and  distributed  a  Spanish  handout  on  the 
project. 

Community-Wide  Meeting;  The  purpose  of 
this  meeting  was  to  determine  the  set  of 
alternative  land  uses  to  be  studied  in 
the  environmental  assessment.  The  meet- 
ing was  advertised  by  means  of  a  flyer 
mailed  to  all  the  residents  who  had 
signed  attendance  sheets  from  the  neigh- 
borhood meetings.  Press  releases  and 
flyers  were  sent  to  the  Boston  Ledger, 
the  Bay  State  Banner  and  the  SEPAC  News- 
letter which  was  distributed  to  all 
South  End  residents.   The  June  SEPAC 
Newsletter  cover  story  was  on  close  out. 
Finally,  the  head  of  each  neighborhood 
group  was  called  to  inform  them  of  the 
meeting: 

The  meeting  included  an  introduction  to 
the  close  out  process  by  the  BRA  repre- 
sentative and  focused  on  a  formal  slide 
presentation  by  the  consultants  of  the 
major  parcels  and  the  alternatives  to  be 
analyzed,  the  remaining  public  improve- 
ments, and  the  topics  to  be  covered  in 
the  environmental  assessment.  Display 
boards  were  available  for  audience  in- 
spection covering  these  same  issues,  and 
a  20  page  handout  described  each  parcel, 
the  alternatives  suggested  and  the  al- 
ternatives to  be  studied.  The  meeting 
was  then  opened  for  questions  and  for 
the  presentation  of  verbal  and  written 
statements. 
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All  comments  and  written  statements  were 
recorded  in  formal  meeting  notes.   The 
comments  were  used  to  further  refine  the 
alternatives  and  as  information  in  both 
the  preliminary  and  detailed  assessment 
of  major  parcels.  The  meeting  was  at- 
tended by  about  200  persons,  with  160 
signing  the  attendance  sheet.   In  addi- 
tion to  questions,  ten  oral  statements 
were  made  and  five  written  statements 
submitted. 


ings  from  the  Consensus  Survey  of  South 
End  residents,  to  present  the  Boston  Re- 
development Authority's  Housing  Policy 
in  the  South  End,  and  to  discuss  the 
real  estate  market  feasibility  issues 
being  addressed  in  the  South  End.   The 
meeting  was  advertised  by  flyers  mailed 
to  all  residents  who  had  signed  atten- 
dance sheets  at  past  meeting  and  by 
neighborhood  associations  being  paid  to 
distribute  flyers  door  to  door. 


PHASE  II 

Quadrant  Meetings:   In  order  to  present 
as  much  assessment  information  as  pos- 
sible and  to  listen  to  as  many  comments 
as  possible,  four  workshop  meetings  were 
held  focusing  on  different  areas  of  the 
South  End.   The  purpose  of  the  workshops 
was  to  explain  the  methods  being  used  in 
the  assessment  of  major  parcels  and  to 
present  preliminary  findings  on  major 
parcels.   The  workshops  were  advertised 
by  means  of  a  press  release  and  flyer 
describing  the  location  of  all  4  meet- 
ings, sent  to  the  Bay  State  Banner  and 
the  Boston  Ledger.   The  flyer  was  mailed 
to  all  those  who  had  signed  attendance 
sheets,  and  the  neighborhood  associa- 
tions were  paid  to  distribute  copies  of 
the  flyer  door  to  door. 

The  workshops  reviewed  the  status  of  the 
assessment  and  focused  on  the  key  im- 
pacts of  the  alternatives  for  each  par- 
cel.  Handouts  highlighting  major  im- 
pacts were  distributed  and  the  consul- 
tants explained  the  impacts.   Open  dis- 
cussion of  the  impacts  of  the  alterna- 
tives was  encouraged,  and  all  comments 
were  recorded  in  formal  meeting  notes  to 
be  used  in  revising  the  assessment  be- 
fore publication  as  a  draft.   Over  175 
attended  the  meetings,  with  163  signing 
attendance  sheets;  five  written  state- 
ments were  submitted. 

Second  Community  Wide  Meeting;   The  pur- 
pose of  the  second  community  wide  meet- 
ing was  to  present  the  preliminary  find- 


The  meeting  included  three  formal  pre- 
sentations, in  addition  to  an  introduc- 
tion and  update  on  the  close  out.   The 
BRA  representative  presented  a  summary 
of  the  recently  released  BRA  Housing 
Policy  in  the  South  End,  and  answered 
questions.   Consensus  Inc.  presented  the 
preliminary  findings  of  its  survey  of 
South  End  residents  by  means  of  an  over- 
head projector  and  a  handout.   Audience 
questions  were  addressed.   Real  Property 
Resources  Inc.  presented  its  general  ap- 
proach to  the  real  estate  market  analy- 
sis that  it  was  conducting  on  the  major 
parcels.   Audience  questions  were  ad- 
dressed.  All  comments  were  recorded  in 
formal  meeting  notes  to  be  used  as  input 
to  the  Draft  EIS.   No  written  statements 
were  submitted  by  the  audience,  and  160 
persons  signed  the  attendance  sheet. 
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Table   I-l 


COMMUNITY   PARTICIPATION   SCHEDULE 


Phase  I 


NEIGHBORH0CH3  MEETINGS 

Topics:   Introduction  to  Close  Out;  Ideas  for  Parcel  Use 


I 

• ' Sponsor 


Date 


#  Persons  Who  Signed 
Attendance  List 


Organized 

Response 

Receivedl 


S.E.P.A.C. 
Worcester  Square 
Union  Park 
Upton  Street 
Claremont 
Cosmopolitan 
United  Neighbors 
S.E.  Historical 

Society 
Ellis 

Four  Squares 
Eight  Streets 
S.E.  Business 

Association 
Pilot  Block 
:Cathedral 
I.B.A.  Board 
Methunion 
Roxse 


April  5,  1978 
April  27,  1978 
May  1,  1978 
May  7,  1978 
May  16,  1978 
May  18,  1978 
May  18,  1978 
May  22,  1978 

May  23,  1978 

May  24,  1978 

May  25,  1978 

May  26,  1978 

May  31,  1978 
May  31,  1978 
June  1,  1978 
June  8,  1978 
June  14,  1978 


7 
21 
39 
20 
21 
17 
26 
17 

30 
17 
26 

7 

19 
23 
8 
20 
40 


IBA  Festival 


July  27,  19782 


Approximate  Number  of  Residents  Involved    375 


^ 


^  In  addition  to  the  responses  listed,  one  other  neighborhood  group  submitted 
written  responses,  East  Springfield  Street  Association. 

^  A  booth  was  set  up  at  the  festival,  and  informal  discussions  were  held  with 
approximately  15-20  people. 

?IRST  COMMUNITY  WIDE  MEETING 

Topics: Alternatives  for  Major  Parcels;  Public  Improvements;  Assessment 


vocation 


Date 


#  Persons  Who  Signed 
Attendee  List 


Organized  Re- 
sponse  Received 


lackey  School 


July  13,  1978 


160  signed  attendees 


10  oral 

statements 

&  five  written 

statements 
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Phase  11 __„___ 

QUADRANT  MEETIN<S 

Topics:   Assessment  of  Major  Parcels 


Organized 

#  Persons  Who  Signed 

Response 

Location 

Date 

Attendance  List 

Received 

Harriet  Tubman 
House 


2.  Mackey  School 

3.  Blackstone  School 

4.  South  End 
Historical 
Society 


September  13,  1978 


September  14,  1978 
September  20,  1978 
September  21,  1978 


51 


41 
30 
42 


Total 


163 


Petition 
to  BRA  on 
Community 
Land  Trust 


Petition 
to  BRA 
on  Commun- 
ity Land 
Trust 
3  written 
statememts 


SECOHD  CaWMDNITy  WIDE  MEETINC 

Topic:  BRA  Housing  Policy;  Consensus  Survey;  Market  Feasibility  Issues 

Mackey  School         November  14,  1978    160  none 

Phase  III 


PLANNKO  POBLIC  HEfi^ISG 

Topics:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Mackey  School         April  1979 
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II.   EXISTING  CONDITIONS 


A.   SOCIOECONOMIC  AND  DEMOGRAPHIC  PROFILE 

This  section  presents  existing  data  on 
the  socioeconomic  and  demographic 
characteristics  of  the  South  End.   It 
examines  the  characteristics  of  the 
South  End's  population  such  as  race, 
age,  income,  education,  and  employment. 
Recent  historical  trends  for  each  of 
these  characteristics  are  examined.   The 
section  draws  heavily  on  1960  and  1970 
U.S.  Census  data,  on  more  recent  BRA 
estimates,  and  on  the  results  of  the 
recently  conducted  Consensus  survey 
( Slammer  1978). 

These  baseline  data  are  useful  in  tracking 
trends  which  have  occurred  in  the  South 
End  since  the  initiation  of  urban 
renewal  planning  in  the  early  1960 's. 
Many  of  the  population  trends  which  the 
data  present  can  be  attributed  either 
directly  or  indirectly  to  urban  renewal 
activities,  while  other  trends  occurred 
largely  independent  of  the  renewal 
effort.   Some  major  trends,  such  as 
aggregate  changes  in  population  are 
reflective  both  of  renewal  effects  and 
other  factors.   For  example,  the  net 
population  decline  which  occurred  in  the 
South  End  between  1960-1970  reflects  both 
renewal  related  displacement  and  the 
continuation  of  a  historical  trend  in 
population  decline  as  evidenced  by  a 
comparable  decline  between  1950-1960. 

Nonetheless,  the  baseline  data  provide 
insight  into  needs  within  the  community 
and  into  the  ability  of  the  community  to 
absorb  certain  types  of  growth.   Data 
concerning  unemployment,  education 
attainment  levels,  and  skills  profiles 
are  useful  in  establishing  the  importance 
of  new  industrial  development  with 
low-skill  jobs.   Comparing  trends  in 
population  in  the  district  with  renewal 
related  investments  in  new  community 
facilities  and  services  helps  assess 
the  extent  to  which  the  neighborhood  can 
absorb  the  new  growth  and  development 
contemplated  under  the  various  parcel 


reuse  alternatives  without  incurring 
significant  negative  effects.   Finally, 
examining  the  size  and  distribution 
of  different  age  groups  within  the 
population  helps  determine  the  relative 
need  for  new  community  facilities  such 
as  parks  and  schools. 


POPULATION  SIZE 

Between  1950  and  1970  the  total  popula- 
tion of  the  South  End  decreased  dramati- 
cally, as  Table  3  indicates.   The 
population  of  the  South  End  in  1950  was 
57,218.   By  1960  the  figure  had  declined 
38.8  percent  to  35,002.   The  South  End 
suffered  a  further  35.2  percent  loss 
between  1960  and  1970.  These  declines 
were  caused  by  a  variety  of  factors. 
Prior  to  urban  renewal  (1965),  the 
population  declines  reflected  the 
blighted  condition  of  the  South  End 
during  that  period  and  the  outmigration 
of  population  to  suburban  areas  which 
had  better  housing  and  fewer  social 
problems.   Many  of  Boston's  older  dense 
inner-city  neighborhoods,  such  as 
Charlestown  and  East  Boston,  lost 
population  during  this  time  period. 
Much  of  the  population  decline  experi- 
enced by  the  South  End  during  the  late 
60 ' s  and  early  70 ' s  can  be  attributed  to 
the  displacement  caused  by  renewal 
activities  which  involved  residential 
property  takings.   During  this  period 
South  End  residents  also  were  displaced 
by  private  housing  rehabilitation 
activities  which  often  involved  the 
conversion  of  rooming  house  units  to 
more  spacious  luxury  apartments. 

The  twenty-year  trend  of  population 
decline  turned  around  between  1970 
and  1975  when  the  district  regained 
2,000  people.   This  increase  can  be 
credited  both  to  the  construction  of  new 
urban  renewal  related  subsidized 
housing  and  to  continued  private  rehabili- 
tation of  formerly  unoccupied  building 
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shells.   The  former  activity  provided 
housing  for  low  and  moderate  income 
families,  while  the  later  resulted 
in  new  middle  and  upper  income  residents. 
The  trend  toward  increasing  population 
should  slow  down  as  planned  new  housing 
developments  are  completed  and  as  the 
stock  of  building  shells  for  possible 
rehabilitation  diminishes.   The  BRA 
places  the  1977  population  of  the  South 
End  at  24,688.   The  BRA  further  estimates 
that  the  South  End's  population  will 
increase  modestly  by  1985  to  a  total  of 
28,000  people. 

Table  II-l 
Total  Population  Change  for  the  South  End 
1950-1985* 


Population 

Percentage  Change 

1950 

57,218 

1960 

35,002 

-38.8% 

1970 

22,680 

-35.2 

1975 

24,688 

+8.9 

1985 

28,000 

+11.8 

♦Source:   U.S  Census  data  for  1950,  1960 
and  1970.   State  Census  data  for  1975 
BRA  projections  for  1-985. 


POPULATION  DENSITY 

Historically  the  South  End  has  had  a 
higher  population  density  than  other 
parts  of  Boston.   In  1950  the  density  in 
the  South  End  was  91  people  per  acre, 
the  highest  in  the  city,  compared  to  42 
per  acre  in  Back  Bay/Beacon  Hill.   The 
city-wide  average  was  25  people  per 
acre.   These  figures  decreased  across 
the  city  during  the  fifties  as  population 
shifted  to  the  suburbs.   In  1960  the 
South  End  again  had  the  city's  highest 
density  with  56  people  per  acre. 
However,  by  1970  continued  population 
loss  resulted  in  a  density  of  only 
36  people  per  acre  in  the  South  End, 
less  than  Back  Bay/Beacon  Hill  which  had 
41  persons  per  acre. 


RACIAL  AND  ETHNIC  GROUPS 

For  many  years  the  South  End  has  been 
the  home  of  working  class  immigrants 
arriving  in  Boston.   In  the  late  18  00 's, 
the  population  was  largely  Irish  Catholic. 
With  each  wave  of  immigration  the  South 
End  became  more  diverse  and  more  crowded. 
During  the  early  years  of  this  century, 
Jewish,  Syrian  and  Greek  immigrants 
settled  in  the  area.   Often  immigrant 
families  stayed  in  the  South  End  only 
long  enough  to  earn  the  money  needed 
to  move  to  a  less  crowded  neighborhood. 
As  different  racial  and  ethnic  groups 
filtered  out,  new  ones  arrived.   In  the 
last  two  decades,  Chinese,  West  Indians 
and  Puerto  Ricans  have  taken  the  place 
of  older  immigrant  groups.   While  the 
Black  community  has  lived  in  the  South 
End  since  the  Civil  War  era,  the  size  of 
the  black  community  has  increased 
considerably  in  recent  years. 

Despite  the  fluctuations  in  the  South 
End's  population,  the  area  has  maintained 
its  reputation  for  racial  and  ethnic 
diversity.   The  great  loss  of  population 
from  1950-1970  resulted  in  the  South  End 
having  equal  shares  of  Whites  and 
non-Whites.   Many  more  Whites  than 
non-Whites  left  the  neighborhood  during 
those  years.   In  1950  there  were  39,736 
Whites  in  the  South  End,  about  68 
percent  of  the  total  population,  compared 
to  18,481  non-Whites  or  32  percent. 
Between  1950-1970  the  White  population 
decreased  by  28,000  people,  while  the 
non-White  population  lost  only  6,600. 
As  a  result,  in  1970  the  White  and 
non-White  populations  were  fairly  even 
at  47  percent  and  53  percent  respectively. 

In  1950,  the  South  End  comprised  7.1  per- 
cent of  Boston's  total  population,  however 
it  represented  only  5.1  percent  to  the 
city's  White  population  and  over  43  per- 
cent to  its  Black  population.   By  1970 
the  South  End' s  population  as  a  percentage 
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of  Boston's  had  fallen  to  3.5  percent. 
Its  percentage  of  the  total  White 
population  remained  the  same  while  its 
percentage  of  Boston's  non-White  popula- 
tion had  dropped  to  10  percent.   The 
reason  for  this  is  that  during  this 
period  the  city's  Black  population 
expanded  rapidly  and  much  of  the  growth 
in  the  Black  population  occurred  in 
Dorchester,  Mattapan  and  Roxbury.   Thus, 
the  proportion  of  non-Whites  to  Whites 
in  the  South  End  has  actually  increased, 
while  the  South  End's  percentage  of 
Boston's  non-White  population  has 
declined  sharply.  The  South  End  today  is 
one  of  the  few  Boston  neighborhoods 
which  has  remained  racially  and  ethnically 
mixed. 

There  are  several  estimates  of  the 
current  racial  and  ethnic  composi- 
tion of  the  South  End.   The  BRA  based 
its  1977  estimates  on  the  Hart  Survey, 
a  survey  which  is  limited  in  reliability 
by  the  fact  that  it  is  based  upon  a 
very  small  sample  of  150  South  End 
residents.   Nonetheless,  the  survey 
estimated  that  the  South  End  in  1977  was 
46  percent  Black,  10  percent  Hispanic,  7 
percent  Oriental  and  others,  and  37 
percent  White.   According  to  the  findings 
of  the  recently  completed  Concensus 
Survey  (1978),  which  was  based  upon  a 
very  large  sample,  the  Whites  accounted 
for  50.6  percent.  Blacks  31.2  percent, 
Hispanics  13.6  percent  and  Orientals  4.3 
percent.   According  to  these  surveys, 
there  has  been  some  shift  in  the  South 
End's  racial  composition  between  1970 
and  1978.   Since  these  surveys  were 
based  on  a  limited  sample  and  not  the 
total  population,  more  accurate  figures 
on  the  South  End's  population  will  await 
the  1980  U.S.  Census. 


AGE  DISTRIBUTION 

Over  the  past  fifteen  years,  the 
percentage  of  population  over  45  in  the 
South  End  has  declined  while  the  20  to 
45  age  group  has  increased.   In  1960, 


over  43  percent  of  the  population  was 
older  than  45.   This  figure  dropped  to 
just  under  38  percent  in  1970,  and  in 
1975  began  to  rise  again,  according  to 
BRA  estimates.    By  comparison  the 
20-45  age  group  increased  steadily  from 
32  percent  of  the  total  population  in 
1960  to  35.3  percent  in  1970,  and  then 
surpassed  the  older  sector's  share  in 
1975.   Thus,  the  percentage  of  people  in 
this  middle  age  group  has  grown  consis- 
tently.  During  the  period  the  under  2  0 
group  fluctuated  from  24  percent  of  the 
population  in  1960  to  nearly  27  percent 
in  1970  to  23  percent  in  1975.  These 
population  figures  indicate  that  a 
disporportionate  number  of  elderly 
persons,  many  of  whom  were  rooming  house 
residents,  were  displaced  from  the  South 
End  during  the  1960 ' s  through  both 
public  and  private  renewal  related 
activities  and  that  a  large  number  of 
young  professionals  (between  20  and  45 
years  of  age)  moved  into  the  area  during 
the  period. 

The  bra's  1975  population  estimates  for 
the  city  found  just  over  23  percent 
of  the  South  End' s  population  to  be 
under  twenty  compared  to  nearly  30 
percent  of  Boston's  population.   That 
age  group  in  the  South  End  is  dispropor- 
tionately a  minority  population. 
According  to  the  1970  U.S.  Census,  42 
percent  of  the  South  End's  Black  popu- 
lation and  55  percent  of  its  primarily 
Hispanic  census  tract  were  under  25 


Data  in  this  section  were  drawn  from 
the  following  sources:   Boston  Redevelop- 
ment Authority,  "Total  Population  by 
Age  Groups  and  by  Type  of  Neighborhood 
for  the  City  of  Boston."   Table  III  in 
The  People  of  Boston  and  Their  Neighbor- 
hoods, 1974. 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  Research 
Development,  "Mid-Decade  Population 
Estimates  for  the  City  of  Boston  and 
Its  Neighborhoods  by  Age  Groups." 
September  1977,  Table  I. 
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years  of  age.   An  important  subgroup  of 
this  population  are  those  aged  19-25. 
According  to  1970  Census  statistics, 
this  group  was  nearly  40  percent  Black 
and  only  4  percent  Spanish  speaking. 
However,  because  of  problems  in  defining 
the  later  grouping  in  the  Census,  the  4 
percent  figure  is  probably  too  low  an 
estimate. 


HOUSEHOLD  BY  TYPE 


The  Consensus  Survey  revealed  that 
Whites  and  Blacks  tend  to  have  smaller 
sized  households  in  the  South  End  than 
do  Hispanics  and  Orientals.   The  average 
household  size  among  Whites  was  2.23, 
among  Blacks  2.32,  among  Hispanics  3.42 
and  among  Orientals  3.4.   Similarly,  70 
percent  of  White  households  and  69 
percent  of  Black  households  contained 
only  one  or  two  persons,  compared  to  32 
percent  for  the  Hispanics  and  41  percent 
for  the  Orientals. 


Compared  to  the  rest  of  Boston,  a 
substantially  smaller  proportion 
of  the  South  End's  population  lives 
within  family  units.   Between  1960  and 
1970,  the  portion  of  the  South  End 
residents  identified  as  part  of  families 
decreased  from  64  percent  to  61  percent. 
Though  the  city  as  a  whole  witnessed 
a  similar  decline  during  the  period, 
over  75  percent  of  Boston's  population 
in  1970  resided  within  family  units. 
The  1970  Census  found  that  the  proportion 
for  the  South  End's  population  classified 
as  unrelated  individuals  (28%)  was 
nearly  double  that  of  Boston's  (15.8%) 
The  same  is  true  for  persons  living  in 
group  quarters:   11  percent  in  the  South 
End  compared  to  6  percent  in  Boston. 
There  is  also  a  correlation  between  race 
and  household  type  in  the  South  End. 
The  Chinese  and  Spanish  surnamed  commun- 
ities have  a  much  higher  representation 
in  family  units  than  do  Blacks  and 
Whites. 

The  Concensus  survey  also  revealed  that 
a  much  higher  percentage  of  White 
households  in  the  South  End  contain 
persons  who  are  not  related  than 
do  minority  households.    Some  27.1 
percent  of  White  households  contain 
unrelated  individuals  as  compared  to  8.9 
percent  for  Blacks,  2.3  percent  for 
Hispanics  and  2.9  percent  for  Orientals. 


EDUCATIONAL  ATTAINMENT 

According  to  1970  Census  data,  the  South 
End  recorded  a  much  lower  educational 
attainment  level  than  the  city  as  a 
whole.    The  statistics  revealed  the 
following  percentages  for  the  South  End 
population:   25  years  of  age  and  older 
with  no  schooling--3  percent;  with  some 
elementary — 36.1  percent;  some  high 
school — 42.9  percent;  and  some  college — 
18  percent.   South  End's  figures  compare 
unfavorably  to  those  for  the  City  of 
Boston.  The  South  End  has  a  high  percen- 
tage of  population  who  have  not  completed 
elementary  school — 39.1  percent  compared 
to  26.1  percent  for  Boston.   At  the 
upper  end  of  the  educational  scale,  the 
South  End  had  a  slightly  smaller  percen- 
tage (18%)  than  Boston  (19%)  of  residents 
with  some  college  completed. 

The  recently  completed  Concensus  Survey 
included  questions  concerning  the 
educational  attainment  of  members  of 
households  currently  not  attending 
school.   It  found  that  when  these 
figures  are  disaggregated  by  race  58.1 


CONSENSUS  Inc.,  Test  Banner  Tabulations 
South  End  Urban  Renewal  Survey.  July 
1978. 


Tompkins,  Mary,  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  Research  Department,  "Percent 
Composition  of  Boston  1970  Population 
25  Years  Old  and  Over  by  Years  of 
School  Completed."   Source:   1970  Census 
of  Population  and  Housing,  Fourth  Count 
Siimmary  Tape. 
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percent  of  the  White's  have  attended 
some  college,  18.3  percent  of  the 
Blacks  and  6  percent  of  the  Hispanics. 
Similarly,  16.1  percent  of  the  Whites 
have  not  completed  high  school,  45 
percent  of  the  Blacks  and  61.5  percent 
of  the  Hispanics. 


OCCUPATIONS 

Since  1960  the  South  End's  occupational 
profile  has  undergone  considerable 
change  both  in  proportional  and  actual 
figures.    In  1960  blue  collar  workers 
dominated  the  South  End's  occupational 
profile.   Almost  73  percent  of  the 
employed  population  was  blue  collar 
workers.   In  fact,  the  actual  number  of 
blue  collar  workers  in  1960  exceeded 
the  South  End's  total  working  population 
in  1970.   Between  these  years  the 
total  number  of  employed  persons  decreas- 
ed by  33  percent,  slightly  less  than 
the  overall  decline  in  percent  of 
population  in  the  South  End.   Table 
4  below  compares  the  size  of  each 
occupational  group  in  1960  and  in  1970. 
The  table  reveals  that  the  number  of 
blue  collar  workers  shrank  more  than 
half  during  the  period,  while  the  number 
of  white  collar  workers  expanded 
by  17  percent.   The  greatest  single 
decline  occurred  among  personal  service 
workers,  a  subgroup  of  blue  collar 
workers  comprised  primarily  of  household 
laborers.   This  group  declined  by  61 
percent  or  3,000  workers. 


Sources:  Crosstown  Industrial  Park 
Report,  Table  3  "Occupational  Charac- 
teristics of  Employees...",  March 
1977,  p.  19c.   1970  U.S.  Census  Data. 
South  West  Corridor  Environmental 
Impact  Analysis.  Vol.  I  of  III.  May 
1976.  MBTA-MDPW.  Figure  II-3,  South 
West  Corridor  Draft  EIS  September 
1972.  BTPR.   Figure  43. 


The  table  also  expresses  the  proportion 
which  each  occupational  category  had  of 
South  End's  total  labor  force.   As 
mentioned,  greatest  percentage  declines 
were  recorded  cimong  blue  collar  workers 
as  a  whole  (from  72.8%  to  52.1%) 
and  service  workers  in  particular  (from 
40.4%  to  2  3.6%).   While  the  other  two 
categories  of  blue  collar  workers, 
crafts  workers  and  operators,  experienced 
numerical  declines,  their  percentage 
share  of  the  work  force  has  remained 
fairly  constant.   By  contrast  the 
white  collar  percentage  rose  from  2  7.3 
percent  to  47.8  percent  during  the 
period.   Consequently,  in  1970  the 
employment  mix  in  the  South  End  reflects 
a  relatively  even  distribution,  with 
white  collar  workers  at  47.8  percent  and 
blue  collar  workers  at  52.1  percent. 
Similarly,  the  four  major  subcategories 
reflect  a  fairly  even  distribution, 
professional  (22.1%)  clerical  (25.7%) 
operators  (19.6%)  and  service  (23.6%). 

It  is  useful  to  compare  the  South  End 
experience  to  the  city  of  Boston  as  a 
whole.   In  1960,  Boston  had  a  much 
higher  percentage  of  white  collar  worker 
(48  percent)  and  a  lower  percentage  of 
blue  collar  workers  than  the  South  End. 
However  the  difference  in  the  distribu- 
tion of  types  of  employees  began  to 
narrow  from  1960  to  1970.   In  the  city 
of  Boston,  the  nijmber  of  blue  collar 
workers  declined  by  10  percent  and  the 
number  of  white  collar  workers  increased 
by  16  percent.   At  the  same  time,  the 
size  of  the  white  collar  labor  force  in 
the  South  End  rose  at  a  slightly  higher 
rate  and  the  number  of  blue  collar 
workers  dropped  more  dramatically. 
Thus,  by  1970,  the  distribution  of 
workers  in  the  two  areas  was  similar 
since  the  city  of  Boston  had  a  55 
percent  white  collar  and  a  45  percent 
blue  collar  labor  force. 


1970  Census  of  Population  and  housing. 
Fourth  Count  Summary  Tape;  Tabulations 
prepared  by  Mary  Tompkins,  BRA  Research 
Department. 
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Table II-2 
Number  of  Employed  16  Years  and  Ovei 
South  End  for  1960-1970* 


in  the 


Occupational 

%  of 

%  of 

Group 

1960 

Total 

1970 

Total 

White  Collar 

Professional 

(technical  and 

managerial ) 

1,485 

12.2% 

1,797 

22.1% 

Clerical,  Sales 

1,835 

15.1% 

2,092 

25.7% 

Total  White 

Collar 

3,320 

27.3% 

3,889 

47.8% 

Blue  Collar : 

Craft  workers 

1,189 

9.8% 

725 

8.9% 

Operators 

2,755 

22.6% 

1,598 

19.6% 

Service 

(household 

laborers ) 

4,923 

40.4% 

1,920 

23.6% 

Total  Blue 

Collar 

8,867 

72.8% 

4,243 

52.1% 

%  of  Change 
1960-1970 


+21% 

+14% 


+17% 


-39% 
-42% 


-61% 


-52% 


*Source :   Economic  Development  and  Industrial  Corporation  of  Boston. 
Economic  Development  Plan  for  the  Crosstown  Industrial  Park,  March  1977. 


The  1978  Concensus  survey  estimated 
that  approximately  70  percent  of 
employed  South  End  residents  work 
outside  the  district,  while  some  27 
percent  work  within  the  neighborhood. 
Approximately  18  percent  of  the  employed 
South  End  residents  are  in  business  or 
professional  categories  (41  percent  of 
these  are  white  collar  workers,  and  29 
percent  are  blue  collar  workers). 


These  figures  declined  in  1970  to 
approximately  30  percent  and  60  percent 
respectively.   The  greatest  relative 
increases  occurred  in  the  upper  income 
categories  with  the  $10  ,  000-$15, 000 
category  increasing  47  percent  and  the 
$15,000-$25,000  increasing  79  percent. 
The  table  below  shows  a  breakdown  of  the 
percentage  of  total  families  by  income 
classification  for  the  South  End  and 
Boston  in  1960  and  1970. 


INCOME 

In  1950  over  40  percent  of  all  South  End 
families  had  incomes  under  $4,000 
(constant  1970  dollars)  and  over  75 
percent  had  incomes  under  $7,000. 


Data  in  this  section  has  been  drawn 
from  the  following  sources:   Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority  Research 
Department,  "Distribution  of  Families 
by  Income  Class  and  Type  of  Neighborhood 


A  comparison  of  the  South  End' s  income 
distribution  with  that  of  the  City  of 

for  the  City  of  Boston."  Table  IV 
in  The  People  of  Boston  and  Their 
Neighborhoods,  June  1974.   U.S.  Bureau 
of  the  Census,  Census  of  Population  and 
Housing,  1960  and  U.S.  Bureau  of 
Census,  Census  of  Population,  First 
County  Summary  Tape,  1970  Concensus 
Inc.  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Survey, 
1978. 
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Boston  helps  to  give  a  clearer  picture 
of  the  neighborhood's  relative  position. 
Boston  and  the  South  End  show  similar 
general  trends  from  1960  to  1970: 
decreases  in  the  number  of  families 
earning  under  $10,000  and  increases  over 
that  amount.   However,  the  South  End  had 
a  much  higher  percentage  of  low  income 
families  in  both  1960  and  1970  than  the 
city  of  Boston.   The  city  as  a  whole, 
however,  has  a  larger  percentage  of 
persons  in  the  middle  income  range  than 
does  the  South  End  where  incomes  tend  to 
be  less  evenly  distributed.   In  1960 
Boston's  largest  income  group,  29.2 
percent  of  the  total,  was  in  the 
$4,000-$7,000  range.   By  1970  this  had 
risen  to  the  $10 , 000-$15 , 000  category 
with  25.7  percent  of  all  families. 

Table  II-3 
Percent  of  Total  Families  by  Income 
Classification  for  the  South  End  and 
Boston:   1960-1970* 


Income 

South 

End 

Boston 

Classifications 

1960 

1970 

1960 

1970 

Under  $4,000 

43.7% 

30.4% 

18.6% 

16.  0^ 

4,000-6,999 

31.8 

28.7 

29.2 

18.5 

7,000-9,999 

15.8 

15.6 

26.7 

21.7 

10,000-14,000 

6.0 

16.3 

16.0 

25.7 

15,000-24,999 

2.4 

7.4 

7.5 

14.8 

2  5,00  0  and  over 

.2 

1.5 

2.0 

3.4 

"Source:  calculated  from  BRA  Table  IV, 
"The  People  of  Boston...,"  June  1974 
U.S.  Census  data  as  expressed  in  1970 
constant  dollars. 


Another  indicator  of  income  comparison 
is  median  family  income.   This  indicator 
has  significant  limitations.   First, 
persons  not  members  of  families  (or  40% 
of  South  End  households)  are  not  included. 
Secondly,  median  incomes  in  a  neighbor- 
hood such  as  the  South  End  are  often 
misleading  in  view  of  the  previously 
discussed  disparities  in  earnings. 
Nonetheless  median  income,  particularly 


when  disaggregated  by  racial  group,  does 
provide  a  useful  indicator.   In  1970  the 
median  family  income  in  the  South  End 
was  $6,122  as  compared  to  $9,133  for  the 
city  as  a  whole.   The  racial  breakdown 
was  as  follows:   Whites — $9,212;  Blacks — 
$5,312;  Hispanics — $4,038;  and  Orientals-- 
$6,666.   BRA  1977  estimates  place  the 
median  family  income  for  the  South  End 
in  1977  at  $7,000  compared  to  $10,000 
for  the  city. 


EMPLOYMENT 

Unemployment  is  a  serious  problem  in  the 
South  End.   According  to  BRA  data  the 
unemployment  rate  in  the  South  End  in 
May  of  1975  (17.6%)  was  the  highest  of 
all  Boston  neighborhoods.    The 
Washington  Park-Model  City  area  came 
next  with  17.4  percent,  while  the  Back 
Bay-Beacon  Hill  area,  also  adjacent  to 
the  South  End,  registered  10.7  percent. 
The  city-wide  figure  was  14.1  percent. 
It  should  further  be  noted  that  1975  was 
a  period  of  high  unemployment  in  Boston. 
The  Consensus  Survey  estimates  that  8 
percent  of  all  adults  in  the  South  End 
in  1978  were  unemployed  and  seeking 
work.   This  is  true  of  13  percent  of 
Blacks  and  14  percent  of  Hispanics. 

The  South  End's  unemployed,  when  compared 
to  Boston,  were  disproportionately  older 
and  younger  workers.   In  1975,  19 
percent  of  the  South  End's  unemployed 
were  between  20-2  5  as  compared  to  12 
percent  for  the  city,  while  among  those 
unemployed  over  65  the  South  End's  18.3 
percent  was  more  than  double  Boston's  9 
percent.   By  contrast,  52  percent  of 
Boston's  unemployed  were  between  26  and 
45  while  the  South  End' s  percentage 
was  36.7  percent. 


EDIC,  Economic  Development  Plan  for 
the  Crosstown  Industrial  Park,  March 
1977,  p.  19. 
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B.   LOCATIONAL  SETTING  AND  EXISTING 
LAND  USE 

The  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Project 
area  encompasses  616  acres  of  land 
which  makes  it  one  of  the  largest 
urban  renewal  project  areas  in  the 
nation.   The  project  area  is  located 
approximately  one  mile  southwest  of 
the  city's  Central  Business  District 
and  is  bounded  by  the  Penn-Central 
Railroad  on  the  west,  the  Massa- 
chusetts Turnpike,  Washington  Street 
and  East  Berkeley  Street  on  the  north, 
the  Southeast  Expressway  and  off-ramp 
on  the  east,  and  Island,  Hunneman , 
Sterling,  Weston  and  Ruggles  Street  to 
the  south.   The  area  is  flat  having 
been  created  by  a  municipal  land  fill 
project  in  the  mid-nineteenth  century 
in  order  to  convert  an  existing  tidal 
wetland  into  land  for  new  urban  housing. 
The  area  has  been  consistently  used  for 
that  purpose  since  that  time,  and 
is  essentially  a  high  density  man- 
made  environment,  with  few  natural 
features . 


Lower  Roxbury  portion  of  the  South 
End,  generally  to  the  south  of  North- 
hampton Street,  subsidized  low  and 
moderate  income  housing  projects  pre- 
dominate over  the  remaining  historic 
townhouse  neighborhood.   To  the  north 
the  residential  area  is  largely  tradi- 
tional South  End  rowhouses ,  with  newer 
subsidized  development  located  both  in 
concentrated  developments,  such  as 
Castle  Square  and  IBA,  and  along  the 
major  northeast-southwest  arterials. 
Retail  commercial  uses  are  also  con- 
centrated primarily  on  these  arterials, 
including  Columbus,  Tremont  and  Washing- 
ton. 


Land  use  in  the  South  End  has  remained 
a  mix  of  residential,  commercial,  insti- 
tutional and  industrial  uses.  The  urban 
renewal  plan  largely  retained  the  exist- 
ing land  use  configuration.   The  indus- 
trial and  institutional  area  has  remained 
generally  to  the  east  of  Harrison  Avenue. 
Within  this  zone  are  several  large 
employers  including  the  Boston  City 
Hospital  and  Boston  University  Medical 
Center,  New  England  Nuclear  (pharmaceu- 
ticals) Relief  Printing  and  Electrical 
Specialty  Co.  (wholesalers).   This  indus- 
trial sub-area  is  not  exclusively  non- 
residential.  The  large  Cathedral  Housing 
Project  is  located  on  the  edge  of  this 
area,  while  older  apartment  buildings  and 
rowhouses  are  found  on  several  of  the 
cross  streets  between  Harrison  Avenue 
and  Albany  Street.   The  Lower  Roxbury 
portion  of  this  area,  lying  south  of 
Northampton  and  east  of  Washington 
Street,  includes  the  Stride-Rite  Shoe 
Company . 

The  rest  of  the  project  area  consists 
largely  of  older  row  houses  and  new 
subsidized  housing  projects.   In  the 
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Land  Uses 


900  FEET 


I  .1  Residential 

Wl  Commercial 

P/^  Institutional 

b^  Public/Private  Open  Space 

I   I  Vacant/Parking 

t?--=-J  Industrial 


MAP  II-l 
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PARKS,  RECREATION  AND  OPEN  SPACE 


"Section  202  Planning  and  Design  Objec- 
tives 


CONDITIONS  AT  START  OF  URBAN  RENEWAL 

The  recreation  areas  and  open  space 
which  existed  prior  to  the  urban  renewal 
process  in  the  South  End  included  the 
residential  squares  which  were  part  of 
the  original  design  of  the  South  End  and 
several  playground  facilities  managed  by 
Boston  Parks  and  Recreation  Department 
and  the  Boston  School  system.   The  play- 
ground facilities  were  the  Carter  Play- 
ground, Sullivan  Playground,  Lester 
Rotch  Playground,  and  O'Day  Playground. 
However,  few  neighborhood  play  spaces  or 
passive  recreation  areas  were  available 
to  South  End  residents.   The  relatively 
high  population  density  in  the  South  End 
(56  persons  per  acre  in  1960,  the  high- 
est in  the  City)  and  the  relatively 
lower  income  levels  of  residents  made 
the  scarcity  of  open  space  an  even  more 
important  problem. 


GOALS  OF  ORIGINAL  URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN 

The  basic  objectives  of  the  Urban  Re- 
newal Plan  addressed  three  areas  which 
would  improve  parks,  recreation  and  open 
space  in  the  South  End.l 

"Section  201  Basic  Objectives 

b.  Insure  public  health  and  safety 

c.  Strengthen  the  physical  pattern 
of  local  neighborhood  activities 

d.  Provide  a  framework  of  environ- 
mental conditions  better  suited 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  con- 
temporary living." 

Two  specific  planning  and  design  objec- 
tives addressed  open  space. 


South  End  Urban  Renewal  Plan,  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority,  1965. 


Obtain  superior  architectural  and 
aesthetic  quality  in  the  new  pub- 
lic and  private  buildings  and 
open  space 

Preserve,  maintain  and  reinforce 
the  positive  unifying  and  unique 
qualities  of  the  street  patterns, 
new  houses,  parks  and  squares." 


CHANGES  IN  PARKS,  RECREATION  AND  OPEN 
SPACES  1965-1978 

Early  planning  included  upgrading  of  the 
existing  playground  facilities.   All 
playground  construction  and  reconstruc- 
tion projects  applied  for  under  the  ur- 
ban renewal  plan  such  as  Mackey  School, 
Bancroft  and  Rice  Schools,  Bates  School 
and  Williams  School  playgrounds,  were 
turned  down  by  HUD.   Playgrounds  are 
termed  supporting  facilities  by  HUD  and 
are  therefore  the  responsibility  of  the 
City.   However,  several  of  the  proposed 
playgrounds  and  playground  improvements 
which  HUD  did  not  approve  were  completed 
by  the  BRA  with  other  funds.   These  in- 
clude the  development  of  Derby  Park  on 
Parcel  P-21,  Peter's  Park  on  Parcel  P-H 
and  Sparrow  Park  on  Parcel  12,  one  par- 
cel which  was  originally  slated  for  re- 
sidential use.   Hayes  and  Taylor  Parks, 
two  small  neighborhood  open  spaces,  were 
developed  by  the  City  during  the  period 
of  urban  renewal  but  were  not  part  of 
the  HUD  urban  renewal  budget.   Carter 
Playground  was  substantially  rebuilt  by 
the  BRA  during  the  course  of  the  plan. 

In  the  original  plan,  parcels  P6b  (the 
Harry  the  Greek  Block) ,  P-6a  (the  East 
Berkeley  Victory  Gardens) ,  and  P-16, 
(Cathedral  Park)  ,  were  slated  to  be 
cleared  of  buildings  and  developed  for 
park  space.   P6a  and  P6b  were  to  be  oper| 
space  bordering  the  widened  East  Berke 
ley  Street.   P-16  was  to  be  the  play- 
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ground  for  the  Blackstone  School.   P6a 
was  cleared  of  residential  structures 
but  P6b  and  P-16  were  not  cleared. 
Plans  were  dropped  to  widen  East 
Berkeley.   These  three  parcels  are  con- 
sidered major  parcels  for  later  analysis 
in  the  study.   Alternatives  being  stud- 
ied for  P6a  are  victory  gardens  and  new 
residential;  for  P6b,  rehab  commercial 
and  housing;  for  P-16,  a  new  commercial 
use  combined  with  new  IBA  housing  and 
the  continuation  of  existing  uses  with- 
out BRA  development. 

Although  never  an  objective  of  the  plan, 
the  victory  gardens  which  have  sprung  up 
on  various  parcels  which  have  been 
cleared  by  the  urban  renewal  process 
have  become  institutionalized  uses  of 
open  space.   The  future  of  these  urban 
farm  plots  has  been  taken  into  account 
during  the  close-out  process,  in  order 
to  identify  which  gardens  could  become 
; permanent  open  space  and  which  may  be 
only  interim  uses. 

The  major  existing  passive  recreation 
ispaces  in  the  South  End  are  the  various 
large  residential  squares,  Chester  Park, 
Concord  Square,  Rutland  Square,  Union 
Park,  Worcester  Square,  Blackstone  and 
Franklin  Squares.   These  were  all  laid 
out  in  the  original  development  of  the 
South  End.   They  are  now  maintained  by 
ithe  City  of  Boston  Parks  and  Recreation 
•Department.   Although  none  of  these 
squares  were  designated  as  urban  renewal 
parcels,  several  received  significant 
improvements  in  conjunction  with  the  ex- 
tensive street  reconstruction  and  light- 
ing programs.  The  only  new  residential 
square  created  during  the  urban  renewal 
process  is  the  plaza  which  is  part  of 
the  IBA/ETC  development  on  Parcel  19A. 
\   smaller  scale  public  square  which  was 
extensively  improved  under  the  urban  re- 
lewal  process  was  Columbus  Square,  Par- 
:el  P-4  at  the  intersection  of  Warren, 
"fest  Newton,  Pembroke  and  Columbus.   It 


was  landscaped,  enlarged  and  renamed 
Harriet  Tubman  Square. 

Another  early  plan  which  has  been  sub- 
stantially amended  was  the  proposed  lin- 
ear park  treatment  to  Columbus  Avenue, 
Tremont  Street,  Washington  Street,  and 
Warren  Avenue.   The  proposed  improve- 
ments on  Columbus,  Tremont  and  Warren 
have  been  scaled  back  to  widening  of  the 
sidewalks,  the  redesign  of  intersec- 
tions, and  landscaping  as  part  of  an  Ur- 
ban Systems  Grant.   The  proposed  park  at 
the  intersection  of  Appleton  and  Colum- 
bus will  not  be  developed  by  means  of 
urban  renewal,  but  as  a  landscape  fea- 
ture of  the  Columbus  Avenue  reconstruc- 
tion mentioned  above.   The  proposed 
treatment  of  Washington  Street  is  being 
studied  as  part  of  the  Orange  Line  re- 
placement service  study. 


CONDITIONS  IN  1978 

The  South  End  today  has  significantly 
more  neighborhood  playground  space  and 
passive  landscaped  areas  than  at  the  be- 
ginning of  urban  renewal,  even  though 
most  improvements  were  carried  out  with- 
out renewal  funds.   The  accompanying 
chart  lists  the  current  status  of  the 
various  park  and  open  space  parcels 
which  were  part  of  the  urban  renewal 
plan. 
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TABLE  II  -4 

CURRENT  STATUS  OF  PARCELS  DESIGNATED 

RENEWAL  PLAN 


FOR  OPEN  SPACE  USES  IN  ORIGINAL  URBAN 


ORIGINAL  PLAN 


1978  STATUS 


PARCEL  NO.  AND  LOCATION/DESCRIPTION 


P-1 


P-2 


P-3 


P-4 


P-5 


*P-6a 


P-6b 


Warren  Ave. 
Linear  Park 


Chandler  St.  & 
Columbus  Ave 
Linear  Park 


Columbus  Ave. 
Linear  Park 


Columbus  Ave/ 
Harriet  Tubman  Square 

Columbus  Ave. 
Linear  Park 

Berkley  Street 
Linear  Park 


Harry   the  Greek 

Block 

Linear  Park 


No  linear  park,  but  widened  sidewalks 
and  improved  landscaping  are  being  plan- 
ned as  part  of  CBT/CAM  design. 

Chandler  St.  will  not  be  closed  but  will 
be  redesigned  and  landscaped  under  the 
CBT/CAM  Columbus  Ave.  Urban  Systems  Pro- 
ject 

The  linear  park  concept  has  been  scaled 
down  to  widened  sidewalks  and  heavy 
landscaping  under  CBT/CAM  designs. 

Landscaping  is  completed. 


Linear  park  concept  is  now  scaled  down 
to  CBT/CAM  designs. 

This  vacant  parcel  being  studied  for  con- 
tinued garden  use  and  for  new  residen- 
tial as  part  of  EIS. 

Buildings  now  being  assessed  for  rehabil- 
itated commercial  and/or  residential  as 
part  of  EIS.   Corner  of  Washington  and 
E.  Berkley  is  vacant  land. 


*Indicates  a  major  parcel  under  study  in  EIS. 
Sources  used  for  Parks  and  Recreation: 

South  End  Urban  Renewal  Plan  Boston,  Redevelopment  Authority 

1965. 

South  End  Public  Improvement  Inventory,  Boston  Redevelopment 

Authority  1978. 


31 


CURRENT  STATUS  OF  PARCELS  DESIGNATED  FOR  OPEN  SPACE  USES  IN  ORIGINAL  URBAN 
RENEWAL  PLAN 


ORIGINAL  PLAN 


PARCEL  NO.  AND  LOCATION/DESCRIPTION 


P-7 


West  Canton  & 
Columbus  Ave. 
Linear  Park 


1978  STATUS 


This  improvement  will  be  done  as  part  of 
CBT/CAM  design  for  reconstruction  of 
Columbus  Ave. 


P-8 


P-10 


Pembroke  St. 
closing 

Nbrthfield  & 

Tremont 

Park 


This  improvement  will  be  done  as  part  of 
IBA/ETC  Phase  Two  development. 

The  development  of  this  parcel  is  not 
now  programmed. 


P-11 


Tremont  & 
Hammond  Sts. 
Public  Plaza 


Frederick  Douglas  Square  is  part  of 
Columbus  Ave.  CBT/CAM  designs. 


P-12 


P-13 


P-14 


Windsor  Street 
Park 


Tremont  St. 
Median  Strip 


Washington  St. 
Median  Strip 


This  parcel  was  not  acquired  by  BRA  and 
is  not  programmed  to  go  ahead.   Open 
space  in  this  area  will  be  provided  by 
the  linear  park  along  the  Crosstown  Ar- 
terial Street. 

Tremont  Street  will  have  no  median  but 
will  have  widened  sidewalks  and  heavy 
landscaping  as  part  of  CBT/CAM  designs. 

MBTA  replacement  service  study  to  outline 
parameters  of  open  space  improvements  on 
Washington  St. 


''Indicates  a  major  parcel  under  study  in  EIS. 
Sources  used  for  Parks  and  Recreation: 

South  End  Urban  Renewal  Plan  Boston,  Redevelopment  Authority 

1965. 

South  End  Public  Improvement  Inventory,  Boston  Redevelopment 

Authority  1978. 
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CURRENT  STATUS  OF  PARCELS  DESIGNATED 
RENEWAL  PLAN 


FOR  OPEN  SPACE  USES  IN  ORIGINAL  URBAN 


PARCEL  NO.  AND  LOCATION/DESCRIPTION    1978  STATUS 


P-15 


Worcester  St. 
Park 


This  park  is  not  presently  programmed. 


*P-16 


P-17 


Washington  St. 
Park 


New  Rotch  Playground, 
(Peter 's  Park) 


This  park  disallowed  by  HUD.   Parcel  is 
being  studied  in  EIS  for  new  commercial 
development  combined  with  open  space. 
Continuation  oi;  existing  use  with  no  de- 
velopment by  BRA. 

Disallowed  by  HUD  but  built  with  City 
bonds. 


P-18 


Monsignor  Reynolds 

Way 

Park 


This  improvement  is  budgeted  in  FY  79  as 
a  street  reconstruction  landscape 

feature. 


P-21 


12 


Derby  Park 


Sparrow  Park 


West  Canton  and 

Warren 

Hayes  Park 


Although  HUD  disallowed  this  park,  it 
was  built  by  the  City  and  is  the  largest 
playground  facility  in  the  South  End. 

Not  originally  part  of  urban  renewal 
plan,  but  built  with  City  bond  funds  and 
a  federal  open  space  grant.   Formerly 
proposed  for  public  housing. 

This  pack  was  created  by  the  City  during 
the  time  of  urban  renewal  but  was  not 
part  of  the  urban  renewal  budget. 


"'Indicates  a  major  parcel  under  study  in  EIS. 
Sources  used  for  Parks  and  Recreation: 

South  End  Urban  Renewal  Plan  Boston,  Redevelopment  Authority 
196  5. 

South  End  Public  Improvement  Inventory,  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  1978. 
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CURRENT  STATUS  OF  PARCELS  DESIGNATED  FOR  OPEN  SPACE  USES  IN  ORIGINAL  URBAN 
RENEWAL  PLAN 


PARCEL  NO.  AND  LOCATION/DESCRIPTION    1978  STATUS 


*PB-1  &  2 


PB-3 


*PB-4 


Taylor  and  Milford 

Sts. 

Watson  Park 

Mackey  School 

Playground 

Expansion 


Bancroft  &  Rice 
School  Playground 

Carter  School 
Playground 


This  small  neighborhood  park  was  not 
budgeted  in  the  urban  renewal  plan  but 
was  developed  by  the  City. 

HUD  disapproved  because  playgrounds  are 
deemed  supporting  facilities  and  there- 
fore the  responsibility  of  the  School 
Construction  Fund  Budget.   Project  is 
not  now  programjned,  and  parcel  is  being 
considered  for  deletion  from  the  plan. 

The  Bancroft/Rice  School  Project  is 

no  longer  programmed.   HUD  disapproved. 

The  School  is  not  scheduled  for  con- 
struction.  If  it  is  built,  the  play- 
grounds will  be  developed  by  Boston  Pub- 
lic Facilities  Department  with  school 
construction  funds  on  parcels  15  and  15 
(HUD  disapproved.) 


*R-10 


*PB-12 


Bates  School 
Playground 

Williams  School 
Playground 


Bates  School  has 
approved. ) 


been  closed.   (HUD  dis- 


Williams  School  burned,  was  demolished 
and  is  no  longer  planned. 
Alternatives  being  studied  in  the  EIS 
are:  1.  new  commercial,  2.  rehab  commer- 
cial, 3.  new  residential,  4.  continue 
existing  use,  without  BRA  acquisition  or 
development. 


♦Indicates  a  major  parcel  under  study  in  EIS. 

Sources  used  for  Parks  and  Recreation: 

South  End  Urban  Renewal  Plan,  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

1965 

South  End  Public  Improvement  Inventory,  Boston  Redevelopment 

Authority  1978. 
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CURRENT  STATUS  OF  PARCELS  DESIGNATED  FOR  OPEN  SPACE  USES  IN  ORIGINAL  URBAN 
RENEWAL  PLAN 


PARCEL  NO.  AND  LOCATION/DESCRIPTION    1978  STATUS 


Bradford  St.  Park 
(18-20  Bradford) 

Eight  Streets 


Built  by  Boston  Parks  and  Recreation  De- 
partment, with  capital  funds. 

Built  with  city  capital  funds. 


VVictory  Gardens 

The  following  parcels  are  presently  used  in  whole  or  in  part  as  Victory  Gar- 
dens:** 


Parcel  RD-13 
Parcel  X-26 
Parcel  23a 
Parcel  20 
Parcel  P-6a 
Parcel  RD-36 
Parcel  SE-7 
Parcel  SE-49 
Parcel  30 
Parcel  R-13 
Parcel  54 
Parcel  PB-4 
Parcel  lib 
Parcel  PB-6 


20,22  Clarendon  St. 
25-31  Warwick  St. 
922-948  Tremont  St. 
908-912  Tremont  St. 
1-67  E.  Berkeley  St. 
112  W.  Springfield  St. 
108  W.  Springfield  St. 
104  W.  Springfield  St. 
1567-1585  Washington  St. 
1-4  James  St. 
644-656  Harrison  Ave. 
Northampton  and  Dillworth 
126  Dartmouth  St. 
Shawmut  and  West  Dedham 


*Indicates  a  major  parcel  under  study  in  EIS. 

Sources  used  for  Parks  and  Recreation: 

South  End  Urban  Renewal  Plan,  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

1965 

South  End  Public  Improvement  Inventory,  Boston  Redevelopment 

Authority  1978. 

t*  "1978  Community  Gardens  in  Suffolk  County"  Massachusetts  Department  of  Food 
and  Agriculture.   Publication  #  10560. 
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PARKS,  RECREATION  AND  OPEN  SPACE  ISSUES 
OF  CLOSE  OUT 


TABLE  I I- 5 
MAJOR  PARCELS 


The  following  chart  lists  the  major  par- 
cels and  the  open  space  issues  which 
will  be  considered  in  the  current  EIS 
analysis: 


PARCEL  NO. 


NAME 


OPEN  SPACE  ISSUES 


15  and  16  New  Carter  School  Site      Presently  designated  as  school  and  play- 
ground. 

P22  and  PB-4  Existing  Carter  School  Presently  designated  for  school  and  play- 
Site  ground. 


RE-2B 


Infill  housing 


Use  as  victory  gardens  is  one  of  the  al- 
ternatives being  considered  in  current 
EIS  analysis. 


P-5a 


P-6b 


32c 


54  and  54a 


Victory  Gardens 


Harry  the  Greek  Block 


Rollins  St.  Site 


Harrison/East  Dedham 
Site 


Currently  used  as  victory  gardens.   New 
residential  and  continued  use  as  garden 
are  the  two  alternatives  being  consid- 
ered in  current  EIS  analysis. 

Originally  designated  as  a  park  as  part 
of  the  E.  Berkeley  St.  widening.   The 
alternative  currently  being  considered 
in  the  EIS  analysis  is  to  rehab  the  ex- 
isting commercial/residential  buildings. 

Originally  designated  for  institutional 
uses  related  to  adjacent  Cathedral  of 
Holy  Cross,  now  being  considered  for: 
1.  an  athletic  field,  2.  commercial  and 
industrial  in  current  EIS  analysis. 

Currently  used  in  part  as  a  victory 
garden.   Both  new  residential  and  new 
industrial  are  being  considered  in  cur- 
rent EIS  analysis. 
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COMMUNITY  FACILITIES  AND  SERVICES 


COMMUNITY  FACILITIES  AND  SERVICES  AT 
START  OF  URBAN  RENEWAL 

In  1965  at  the  adoption  of  the  South  End 
Urban  Renewal  Plan,  the  social  and  eco- 
nomic problems  of  the  area,  and  the 
widespread  deterioration  of  public  works 
and  facilities,  and  private  buildings 
pointed  to  a  need  for  improvement  of 
public  utilities,  public  facilities  and 
social  services. 


Public  Improvements 


1.  Water:   In  1965  the  water  supply  in 
the  South  End  was  of  adequate  capa- 
city for  existing  residents,  al- 
though the  system  was  clearly  obso- 
lete from  the  standpoint  of  public 
safety  and  health.   If  additional 
development  was  to  be  constructed 
and  attracted  to  the  South  End,  sig- 
nificant work  on  the  water  system 
was  needed. 

2.  Sewer  and  Drain:   In  1965,  the  sewer 
and  drain  system  largely  a  combined 
system  was  obsolete  causing  sewerage 
back  up  in  many  areas,  and  thus  a 
nuisance  and  menace  to  health. 
Growing  concern  for  pollution  con- 
trol suggested  separation  of  sewer 
and  drain  systems. 

3.  Street  Reconstruction:   The  street 
system  in  1965  was  adequate  for 
capacity,  but  surfaces,  sidewalks 
and  landscaping  were  badly  deterior- 
ated. 

1.   Street  Lighting:   As  with  the  street 
system,  good  street  lighting  was 
sporadic  and  significant  improve- 
ments were  needed  to  improve  the 
safety  and  image  of  the  South  End. 


^ublic  Facilities 


Fire:   In  1965,  the  South  End  had 
two  fire  stations,  at  Tremont  and 


West  Concord  Streets  and  at  Maiden 
and  Harrison  Ave.   These  two  sta- 
tions still  exist  in  1978. 

2.  Police:   District  Four  Station  was 
at  Berkeley  St.  and  Warren  Ave., 
where  it  remains  today. 

3.  Schools:   The  area  had  six  public 
schools  and  two  private  educational 
institutions,  Franklin  Institute  and 
Cathedral  High  and  Elementary 
Schools.   Several  of  the  public 
schools  were  identified  as  requiring 
minor  to  extensive  repairs:   Everett 
Elementary,  extreme  repairs;  Hyde 
Elementary,  minor  repairs;  John 
Williams  Elementary,  minor  repairs. 

4.  Library:   The  South  End  Branch  Lib- 
rary was  located  at  Shawmut  and  West 
Brookline. 

Social  Services 

1.  Churches:   The  1963  Inventory  of 
"Landmarks  in  the  South  End"  listed 
20  churches. 

2.  Social  Services:   Social  services 
identified  on  the  1965  existing  land 
uses  map  were  the  Public  Health  De- 
partment at  Harrison  and  East  Con- 
cord, and  the  Boston  City  Hospital/ 
Boston  University  Medical  Center 
Complex.   Other  smaller  social  ser- 
vices also  were  located  in  the  South 
End  in  scattered  locations,  includ- 
ing United  South  End  Settlements, 
Ellis  Memorial  Settlement  House, 
Morgan  Memorial,  Salvation  Army, 
South  End  Boys  Club,  and  Robert 
Gould  Shaw  House.   (Source:   The 
Boston  Rehabilitation  Planning 
Game:   1969  Langley  Keyes) 

GOALS  OF  URBAN  RENEWAL 

The  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Plan  goals 
and  objectives  made  direct  and  indirect 
references  to  community  facilities  and 
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services, 
eluded:! 


General  references  in- 


"Section  201  Basic  Objectives 

c.  Strengthen  the  physical  pat- 
terns of  local  neighborhood 
activities. . . 
202  Planning  and  Design  Concept 
f.  A  diversity  of  compatible  uses 
should  be  encouraged  in  the 
center  of  the  South  End... 

Section  304  Public  Improvements. . . 
Public  improvements  will  in- 
clude, as  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Ur- 
ban Renewal  Plan,  the  addi- 
tion, alteration  abandonment, 
improvement,  extension,  recon- 
struction, construction,  and 
installation  of  public  build- 
ings, open  space,  rights-of- 
way,  streets,  tree  planting 
and  landscaping,  and  such 
utilities  as  water,  sewers, 
police  and  fire  communica- 
tions, traffic  signals,  and 
street  lighting  systems..." 

Public  Improvements 

Specific  references  to  public  improve- 
ment goals  were: 


"Section  202. 
Concept. . . 
b 


Planning  and  Design 


Major  traffic  generators 
should  be  serviced  from 
the  existing  and  proposed 
expressway  systems  at  the 
periphery. . . 

Arterial  streets  should 
receive  a  high  level  of 
public  and  private  im- 
provements. .  . 


South  End  Urban  Renewal  Plan,  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority,  1965. 


Section  203.   Planning  and  Design 

Objectives 

1.  Improve  streets,  street 
lighting,  utilities  and 
the  landscaping  of  public 


Public  Facilities 

Specific  references  to  public  facilitie 
goals  were: 

"Section  203.   Planning  and  Design 

Objectives 

b.   Remove  concentrations  of 
deterioriated. . .buildings 
which  depress  the  physica 
condition. . .and  restrict 
adequate  insurance  cover- 
age. .  . 
i.   Provide  sites  for  appro- 
priate community  facili- 
ties. " 

Social  Services 

Specific  references  to  social  services 
were: 

"Section  203.   Planning  and  Design 
Objectives. • . 

o.   Unite  the  historically 
separated  communities  di- 
vided by  Northampton  St. 

p.  Create  a  physical  frame- 
work which  will  facilitat 
the  formation  and  execu- 
tion of  programs  to  cope 
with  social  and  economic 
problems  in  the  commun- 
ity..." 

Public  facilities  listed  in  the  plan  ii 
eluded  sites  for  four  elementary  and  iij 
termediate  schools,  a  new  library,  and} 
some  unidentified  institutional  uses, 
including  field  houses  for  playgrounds 
and  a  community  recreation  center. 
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CHANGES  IN  COMMUNITY  FACILITIES  AND  SER- 
VICES 1965-1978 

^s  part  of  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Area 
activities,  as  well  as  part  of  other 
programs  funded  from  other  sources,  sig- 
lificant  community  facilities  were  added 
to  the  South  End  from  1965  to  1978. 

Public  Improvements  1965-1978 

Df  the  three  types  of  community  facili- 
bies  and  services — public  improvements, 
public  facilities  and  social  services — 
public  improvement  additions  were  the 
nost  widespread  throughout  the  South  End. 

During  the  period  from  1963  to  1972, 
amendments  to  the  plan  and  changes  in 
:ity  wide  policies  mandated  changes  in 
the  utility  and  street  reconstruction 
portion  of  the  urban  renewal  budget.   As 
*ork  progressed  in  this  area  of  improve- 
nents,  it  became  clear  that  the  scope  of 
ihese  improvements  would  have  to  be  ex- 
panded to  include  more  complete  replace- 
nent  and  less  repair  and  retrofitting  of 
existing  deteriorated  systems.   In  some 
:ases  the  accumulated  effects  of  adja- 
cent construction  work  caused  the  scope 
3f  improvements  to  expand.   For  example, 
iuring  the  public  review  process  for  new 
sidewalks,  the  desirability  of  brick 
wer  cement  became  apparent,  thus  in- 
creasing the  cost  and  scope  of  the  im- 
provement. 

L 

"'..  Water 

'he  objective  of  the  water  supply  im- 
)rovements  in  the  South  End  Urban  Re- 
lewal  Plan  was  to  replace  and  repair 
;hose  portions  of  the  system  which  were 
■ither  not  adequate  to  support  the  de- 
'elopments  projected  in  the  area  or  were 
learly  obsolete  from  the  standpoint  of 
'Ublic  safety  and  health.   During  the 
ourse  of  the  program  additional  work 
'as  deemed  necessary  for  three  reasons: 
)  It  was  determined  that  much  of  the 
leaning  and  relining  of  the  smaller 
■atermains  was  not  cost  effective  in  the 


long  run,  so  more  replacement  work  was 
contracted;  2)  Field  observation  indi- 
cated that  the  amount  of  incrustationl 
present  in  many  watermains  was  in  excess 
of  what  was  predicted;  therefore  more 
cleaning  and  relining  was  necessary  than 
was  originally  budgeted  for;  3)  Public 
outcry  over  cumulative  poisoning  through 
deteriorated  lead  services  as  well  as 
these  lead  services'  susceptibility  to 
damage  during  the  construction  process 
resulted  in  their  replacement,  rather, 
than  cleaning,  being  recommended. 

2.   Sewer  and  Drain 

The  objective  of  the  sewer  and  drain 
line  improvements  portion  of  the  South 
End  Urban  Renewal  Plan  was  to  separate 
the  existing  sewer  and  storm  drainage 
flows  to  the  extent  practical,  and  thus 
eliminate  the  periodic  sewerage  back-up. 
During  the  course  of  the  project,  both 
public  attitudes  and  federal  regulations 
towards  pollution  control  became  more 
demanding,  requiring  more  conplete  sep- 
aration than  was  originally  budgeted. 

The  basic  plan  for  sewer  and  drain  sep- 
aration stipulated  that  whenever  pos- 
sible an  existing  combined  line  was  to 
be  retained  as  either  a  rotor  sewer  or 
storm  drain.   Where  a  new  drain  was  to 
be  added,  field  experience  indicated 
this  would  not  be  possible  as  often  as 
originally  planned  due  to  the  deterior- 
ated condition  of  the  existing  lines  and 
susceptibility  to  collapse  during  the 
construction  process. 

Another  factor  which  complicated  the 
master  plan  goal  of  separation  was  that 
roof  drainage  was  tied  into  internal 
house  plumbing  in  many  areas.   Complete 
separation  of  roof  drainage  and  plumbing 

1   Incrustation:   a  biological  reaction 
on  the  inside  of  water  pipes  caused 
by  carbonates,  other  chemicals  and 
sedimentation;  also  known  as  tuber- 
culation. 
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on  all  structures  at  one  time  was  impos- 
sible, and  therefore  sewers  had  to  be 
larger  than  those  of  the  preliminary  de- 
sign to  handle  these  considerable  addi- 
tional flow  quantities.   Drain  lines, 
however,  would  still  be  sized  to  handle 
eventual  totally  separated  flows. 

3.  Street  Reconstruction 

The  portion  of  the  master  plan  which 
deals  with  street  reconstruction  was  ex- 
panded in  scope  for  several  reasons. 
Parking  streets  were  built  as  public 
ways  adjacent  to  new  housing  facilities, 
in  response  to  HUD  parking  requirements. 
Additional  trees  and  new  ramps  at  side- 
walks were  added  to  the  original  scope 
of  improvements.   Several  streets  and 
alleys,  originally  not  included,  now 
have  been  added  in  part  because  rehabil- 
itation and/or  demolition,  and  replace- 
ment of  buildings  has  damaged  pavements 
and  walks.   Improvements  to  "arterial 
streets"  have  been  modified  to  meet  com- 
munity requests  to  diminish  through 
South  End  traffic.   Also  the  expansion 
of  all  types  of  public  improvements  has 
required  considerable  reconstruction  to 
repair  damage  from  service  trenches  nec- 
essary for  new  lighting,  sewer  and  water 
lines. 

4.  Street  Lighting 

The  initial  objective  of  the  street 
lighting  improvement  program  was  to  re- 
place those  portions  of  the  system  in 
the  South  End  which  were  inadequate  or 
lacking  altogether.   During  the  course 
of  the  project  there  developed  wide- 
spread public  insistence  on  improved 
lighting  throughout  the  South  End,  as  a 
deterrent  to  crime.   This  community  con- 
cern not  only  advanced  the  time  schedule 
for  lighting  installation,  but  so 
changed  the  criteria  for  street  and  park 
lighting  that  much  existing  lighting  was 
considered  obsolete.   Because  of  new 
luminosity  and  spacing  criteria,  com- 
plete replacement  was  frequently  called 


for .   One  example  of  improvements  re- 
sulting from  this  new  attitude  about 
lighting  is  the  entirely  new  system 
installed  in  Franklin  and  Blackstone 
Squares.   This  was  not  part  of  the  ori- 
ginal urban  renewal  budget.   Pressure 
from  community  groups  for  uniformity  of 
appearance  especially  in  residential 
areas  also  has  led  to  the  expansion  of 
the  scope  of  the  lighting  improvements 
portion  of  the  urban  renewal  program. 1 
A  major  policy  change  also  occurred  in 
the  conversion  of  street  lighting  im- 
provements from  Boston  Edison  ownership 
to  City  of  Boston  ownership. 

Public  Facilities  1965-1978 

1.   Fire   2.   Police 

Fire  and  police  facilities  did  not  sig- 
nificantly change  during  the  period  of 
the  renewal  plan. 

3.   Schools 

Four  elementary  schools,  Everett,  Hyde, 
Williams  and  Sherwin  were  demolished  or 
lost  during  the  time  of  urban  renewal 
The  Everett  and  Hyde  Schools  were  demol 
ished  due  to  deteriorated  physical  con- 
dition, and  the  sites  now  are  housing 
developments.  The  Williams  School  was 
destroyed  by  fire,  and  the  site  now  is 


Sources; 

1.  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Plan, 
1965. 

2.  BRA  South  End  Project  R-56 
Amendatory  Budget  Report,  De- 
cember 13,  1972.  I 

3.  A  Report  to  the  Office  of  the! 


Mayor .   South  End  Business- 


men's Association. 
Tremont  and  Columbus  Ave. 


Re 


construction;   A  Preliminary 
Design  Report,  C.E.  Maguire, 
Inc.  and  CBT  Associates,  Juli 
1975. 
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Peter's  Park  on  Washington  Street.   The 
Sherwin  School  was  orginally  the  path  of 
1-95  freeway  clearance;  now  the  site  is 
part  of  the  new  Crosstown  Arterial 
Street.   The  old  Bancroft/Rice  School  on 
Dartmouth  now  is  used  as  the  Bancroft 
School,  for  K-8.   The  Bancroft  building 
itself  was  damaged  by  fire  and  is  no 
longer  in  use,  and  therefore  the  adja- 
cent Rice  Building  is  used  for  K-8 
classes.   The  Bates  School  (R-10)  on 
Harrison  was  closed  and  is  now  owned  by 
the  BRA  and  leased  to  artists  for  stud- 
ios on  an  interim  basis.   The  Blackstone 
Community  School  is  the  new  school  built 
during  urban  renewal. 

4.  Library 

The  use  of  the  branch  library  at  Shawmut 
at  West  Brookline  was  discontinued  when 
the  new  South  End  Branch  Library  was 
constructed  at  Tremont  and  West  Newton. 
The  old  library  is  now  used  as  the  South 
End  Community  Health  Center.   A  multi- 
lingual library  run  by  the  Boston  Public 
Library  now  exists  in  Castle  Square. 

5.  Community  Centers 

Two  new  community  centers  have  been 
built  since  1965.   The  Cooper  Community 
Center  at  Washington  and  Lenox  is  used 
primarily  for  recreation  and  youth  pro- 
grams serving  residents  of  Lower  Roxbury. 

The  Harriet  Tubman  House  at  Massachu- 
setts Ave.  and  Columbus  Ave.  is  the 
headquarters  of  United  South  End  Settle- 
ments and  is  used  for  many  community 
meetings  as  well  as  day  care,  Headstart, 
elderly  programs,  counseling, 
educational  and  cultural  programs. 


Social  Services  1965-1978 


1.  Churches 

Several  churches  were  designated  for  ac- 
quisition and  demolition  under  the  plan. 
For  example,  the  Clarendon  St.  Baptist 
Church  (PB-1)  scheduled  for  demolition 
in  order  to  use  the  site  for  playground 
and  underground  parking,  still  stands 
although  it  is  in  need  of  renovation. 
The  Church  of  the  Apostolic  Faith  at 
Tremont  and  West  Brookline  and  the  St. 
Patrick's  Roman  Catholic  Church  on 
Northampton  were  burned  and  St.  Pat- 
rick's was  later  demolished.   The  site 
of  Our  Lady  of  the  Annunciation  on  War- 
ren Ave.  and  West  Canton  is  now  Hayes 
Park.   A  new  church  was  built  at  Windsor 
and  Warwick  Streets. 

2.  Social  Services 

Historically  the  South  End  has  been  host 
to  a  large  proportion  of  Boston's  social 
service  agencies,  both  private  and  pub- 
lic.  These  agencies  have  reflected  the 
various  needs  of  its  diverse  popula- 
tion.  During  the  period  of  urban  renew- 
al, the  changes  in  these  agencies  mir- 
rored the  growing  emphasis  on  new  pro- 
grams in  day  care,  bilingual  education, 
substance  abuse,  care  for  battered 
women,  elderly  services  and  decentral- 
ized health  and  dental  care. 

The  programs  themselves  are  scattered 
throughout  the  South  End,  some  in  large 
community  buildings  and  others  in  store- 
front locations.   Most  of  these  programs 
are  supported  by  a  combination  of  pri- 
vate grants  and  public  expenditures  such 
as  Community  Development  Block  Grants  or 
Title  20  State  Welfare. 


The  new  Blackstone  Community  School  in- 
cludes numerous  neighborhood  services 
and  activities.   Ellis  Memorial,  which 
has  undergone  extensive  repairs,  also 
serves  as  a  community  center. 


CONDITIONS  IN  1978 


Public  Improvements 


Presently  the  public  utilities  and 
street  reconstruction  portions  of  the 
South  End  Urban  Renewal  Plan  are  in  var- 
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ious  stages  of  completion.   (See  accom- 
panying map.)   The  street  lighting  and 
water  line  reconstructions  are  virtually 
complete,  and  most  remaining  portions 
are  funded  and  scheduled  for  completion. 
Street  reconstruction  and  sewer  and 
drain  reconstruction  have  not  progressed 
as  far;  more  is  incomplete  and  not  yet 
funded. 

There  are  four  major  street  construction 
projects  now  in  the  planning  stages, 
which  will  have  significant  impacts  on 
the  South  End.   The  Tremont  Street/Col- 
umbus Avenue  reconstruction  project  will 
dramatically  change  these  two  major 
South  End  arterials.   This  project  is 
currently  in  the  final  design  and  com- 
munity review  stages.   While  these  im- 
provements are  not  part  of  the  urban  re- 
newal budget  they  are  consistent  with 
the  original  plan.   The  design  concept 
calls  for  new  signalization,  roadway 
alignments,  and  pedestrian  amenities 
including  pocket  parks,  widened  side- 
walks, and  extensive  street  planting. 

The  proposed  reconstruction  of  Washing- 
ton Street  will  be  coordinated  with  the 
removal  of  the  elevated  structure  of  the 
MBTA  Orange  Line  and  the  subsequent  pro- 
vision of  an  as  yet  undefined  transit 
service.   Although  this  reconstruction 
was  part  of  the  original  South  End  Urban 
Renewal  Plan,  it  will  not  t>e  undertaken 
as  part  of  the  urban  renewal  budget  and 
will  be  funded  by  a  combination  of 
sources,  including  Urban  Mass  Transit 
funds  and  local  matching  share. 

The  Cross  Town  Street  project  will  link 
Columbus  Avenue  with  the  Southeast  Ex- 
pressway.  A  system  of  linear  parks  will 
be  developed  along  its  right-of-way  to 
serve  as  a  buffer  between  the  transpor- 
tation and  residential  uses. 

The  proposed  Herald  Street  extension, 
connecting  Columbus  Ave.  to  Tremont  St. 
along  the  turnpike,  would  utilize  the 
Southwest  Corridor  Right  of  Way  and 


would  be  designed  to  divert  through 
traffic  from  local  streets. 

Public  Facilities 

The  following  is  a  list  of  active  public 
facilities  in  the  South  End  in  1978 
shown  on  the  accompanying  map.   There 
are  no  plans  to  expand  these  facilities 
or  to  increase  the  number  of  facilities. 
Those  facilities  important  to  the  close 
out  are  discussed  in  the  next  section. 

1.  Fire  Station  (South  End  is  part  of 
District  4) 

a.  Harrison  Fire  Station,  620  Harri- 
son Ave. 

b.  Tremont  Fire  Station,  706  Tremont 
St. 

2.  Police  Stations  (South  End  is  part 
of  District  4) 

a.  District  Four  Police  Station,  7 
Warren  Ave. 

3.  Schools  (South  End  is  part  of  Dis- 
trict 7) 

a.  Public:   The  1977  Unified  Facili- 
ties Plan  for  Boston  Public 
Schools  states  that  the  Bancroft 
School  should  be  closed  and  does 
not  recommend  any  new  schools  in 
the  South  End. 

Bancroft  School  (K-8) ,  150  Apple- 
ton  St. 

New  Blackstone  Community  School 
(Elementary) ,  380  Shawmut  Ave. 
Hurley  School  (Elementary) ,  70 
Worcester  St. 

Mackey  School  (Middle) ,  90  Warren 
Ave. 

b.  Special  Schools — Carter  School, 
396  Northampton 

c.  Private:  Cathedral  Elementary 
and  Grade  School,  595  Harrison 
and  74  Union  Park 
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4,  Libraries 

a.  South  End  Branch  Library,  685 
Tremont  St. 

b.  Multilingual  Library,  496  Tremont 
St. 

5.  Community  Centers 

a.  Cooper  Community  Center,  719 
Shawmut  Ave. 

b.  Harriet  Tubman  House,  566  Colum- 
bus Ave. 

c.  Blackstone  Community  School  380 
Shawmut  Ave. 

d.  Ellis  Memorial  Settlement  House, 
44  Chandler  St. 

Social  Services 

1.  Churches 

In  use:   approximately  18 
Shells:   2 

2.  Social  Services 

According  to  a  report  on  human  ser- 
vices in  the  South  Endl  in  Decem- 
ber 1977  there  were  twelve  multi 
service  programs,  four  health  pro- 
grams, ten  day  care  programs,  six- 
teen youth  programs,  and  five  pro- 
grams categorized  as  other.   Many  of 
these  programs  are  run  by  the  five 
to  ten  major  social  service  agencies 
at  numerous  locations  throughout  the 
South  End  and  receive  CDBG  funds. 


the  plan  will  be  assessed  for  categories 
of  improvements:   1)  to  be  deferred  or 
deleted  and  2)  funds  to  be  applied  for. 
These  two  categories  cover  those  im- 
provements for  which  no  contract  has 
been  let  nor  funding  requests  made. 
Second,  the  impacts  of  the  development 
of  major  parcels  on  the  existing,  plan- 
ned and  deferred  public  improvements  are 
to  be  assessed. 

Public  Facilities 

The  assessment  will  focus  on  the  impacts 
from  development  of  major  parcels  on  ex- 
isting public  facilities.   These  impacts 
primarily  will  be  indirect  impacts  due 
to  proximity,  as  well  as  impacts  on  the 
capacity  and  quality  of  service.   Issues 
of  changed  capacity  and  quality  may  be 
of  minor  importance  since  the  number  of 
new  people  brought  into  the  South  End 
under  the  alternatives  will  not  be  sig- 
nificant.  Only  two  public  facilities 
are  listed  as  alternatives  under  study; 
these  are  the  proposed  Carter  School  on 
Parcels  15  and  16,  and  the  existing  Car- 
ter School  on  PB-4  and  P-22. 

Social  Services 

The  assessment  will  focus  on  impacts  on 
existing  social  services  from  develop- 
ment of  major  parcels.   As  with  public 
facilities,  the  impacts  related  to  the 
proximity  of  existing  facilities  to  ma- 
jor parcels  may  be  more  iirportant  than 
possible  changes  in  demand  or  quality  of 
service. 


:OMMUNITY  FACILITIES  AND  SERVICES  ISSUES 
)F  CLOSE  OUT 

'ublic  Improvements 

"he  assessment  of  the  close  out  focuses 
'n  two  aspects  of  public  improvements, 
irst,  the  general  impacts  of  not  com- 
leting  the  improvements  originally  in 


"Human  Services  in  the  South  End" 
Robyn  Anderson,  for  the  Boston  Rede- 
velopment Authority,  December  1978. 
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CURRENT  STATUS  OF  PARCELS  DESIGNATED 
IN  ORIGINAL  URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN 


FOR  COMMUNITY  FACILITIES  AND  SERVICES 


PARCEL  NO.  AND  LOCATION/DESCRIPTION    1978  STATUS 


PB-1 


PB-2 


PB-3 


Mackey  School  Play- 
ground Expansion 

Mackey  Playground 
addition 

New  Elementary  School 
and  Playground  to 
replace  Bancroft/Rice 
Schools 


Current  site  of  Church  and  BRA  field  of- 
fice.  To  be  deleted  from  plan. 

Small  residential  lot  to  be  deleted  from 
plan. 

Dropped  from  School  Department  plans  due 
to  drop  in  enrollment.   Existing  school 
buildings  continue  in  use. 


PB-4 


Original  site  for 
New  Carter  Elementary 
and  Intermediate 
Schools 


Site  moved  to  P-15  and  P-15.   Later  de- 
leted from  School  Department  plans  due 
to  drop  in  enrollment. 


PB-5 


South  End  Branch 
Library 


Completed. 


PB-6 


Unspecified  Institu- 
tional/Community Use 
at  West  Dedham  and 
Shawmut 


Partial  use  as  pocket  park  along  Shawmut 
and  Upton. 


PB-7 


Community  Recreation- 
al Building  with  gym- 
nasium and  swimming 
pool  at  Shawmut  and 
West  Dedham 


Uses  incorporated  into  Blackstone 
School  Complex. 


PB-8 


Unspecified  Institu- 
tional/Community Use 
at  West  Newton  near 
Shawmut 


No  longer  in  plan, 
development  plans. 


Now  part  of  IBA 


PB-9 


Cooper  Community 
Center 


Completed. 


PB-10 
PB-11 


Blackstone  School 

Unspecified  Institu- 
tional/Community Use 


Completed. 

Local  commercial  center — bakery,  etc. , 
currently  in  use.   To  be  deleted  from 
plan. 


PB-1 2 


New  Elementary  School  Deleted  from  School  Department  plans  due 
on  Hub  Motors  site     to  drop  in  enrollment. 
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CURRENT  STATUS  OF  PARCELS  DESIGNATED  FOR  COMMUNITY  FACILITIES  AND  SERVICES 
IN  ORIGINAL  URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN 

PARCEL  NO.  AND  LOCATION/DESCRIPTION    1978  STATUS 


PB-13 


Small  scattered  par- 
cels near  Hurley 
School  to  be  for 
open  space  use  by 
school 


Deleted  from  plan. 


PB-15 


Unspecified  Institu- 
tional/Community Use 
at  Harrison  and 
Massachusetts  Avenues 


Presently  site  of  Boston  City  Hospital 
Residential  Complex. 


PB-16 


Unspecified  Institu- 
tional/Community Use 


Deleted  from  plan. 
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HISTORIC  RESOURCES  AND  URBAN  DESIGN 

CONDITIONS  AT  START  OF  URBAN  RENEWAL 

According  to  the  original  South  End  Ur- 
ban Renewal  Plan, 

"The  concept  for  the  South  End  is 
developed  from  the  fact  that  there 
are  really  two  major  communities  in 
the  project — a  predominantly  resi- 
dential community  and  an  industrial/ 
institutional  community." 

The  conditions  in  and  interests  repre- 
sented by  these  two  communities  were  ma- 
jor forces  in  shaping  the  plan,  and  were 
the  cause  of  conflicts.   The  residential 
community  was  characterized  by  lodging 
houses,  accommodating  almost  30%  of 
South  End  population;  public  housing; 
and  structurally  sound  3-5  story  Victor- 
ian brick  row  houses,  which  were  gradu- 
ally becoming  attractive  to  urban  middle 
class  newcomers.   Industrial  facilities 
were  concentrated  east  of  Washington 
Street  and  south  of  Massachusetts  Ave- 
nue, and  the  hospital  institutions  were 
expanding  in  the  southeast  corner  of  the 
district. 

At  the  time  of  plan  development,  the 
South  End  had  widespread  physical  deter- 
ioration and  a  poor  image.   Only  46%  of 
the  area's  dwelling  units  were  consid- 
ered sound  in  the  1960  census,  compared 
to  the  Boston  average  of  73.3%.   Owner 
occupancy  also  was  significantly  lower 
in  the  South  End,  9.1%  compared  to  Bos- 
ton's 27.7%  in  1960.1  Especially  poor 
building  conditions  were  apparent  in 
parts  of  the  United  Neighbors  neighbor- 
hood, and  the  neighborhoods  currently 
known  as  IBA  and  Castle  Square. 


1   Keyes,  Langley,  The  Rehabilitation 
Planning  Game,  A  Study  in  the  Diver- 


sity of  Neighborhood. 
Ma:   MIT  Press,  1969. 


Cambridge, 
p.  39. 


The  historic  and  urban  design  resources 
of  the  area  had  not  yet  been  inventoried 
and  recognized.  These  numerous  historic 
structures  and  unique  squares,  which  now 
are  part  of  the  National  Historic  Regis- 
ter Area,  are  described  in  detail  later 
in  the  section  under  Conditions  in  1978, 
Typical  Settings  in  South  End. 

GOALS  OF  THE  URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN 

The  basic  objectives  of  the  renewal  plan 
emphasize  physical  development  activi- 
ties that  would  have  beneficial  economic 
and  social  impacts. 

The  "Planning  and  Design  Concept"  and 
the  "Planning  and  Design  Objectives"  fo- 
cused almost  exclusively  on  physical 
factors  in  the  South  End,  and  thus  all 
aspects  of  the  plan  emphasized  the  urban 
design  of  the  neighborhood  and  its  his- 
toric buildings. 

However,  despite  its  emphasis  on  rehab- 
ilitation, the  original  plan  did  not 
strongly  emphasize  historic  preservation 
as  an  objective  or  concept  in  the  plan. 
According  to  the  Executive  Director  of 
the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  who 
worked  on  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  from 
1963-  1965,  there  are  several  reasons 
for  this.   At  that  time,  the  term  "his- 
toric" was  narrowly  applied  to  major 
landmark  status  buildings  only  and  not 
to  districts  or  to  vernacular  architec- 
ture.  The  BRA  planners  recognized  the 
beauty  and  potential  of  many  South  End 
buildings,  but  they  did  not  focus  solely 
on  their  architectural  or  historic  value | 
for  two  reasons.   First,  concurrently, 
the  BRA  was  having  great  difficulty  get- 
ting the  Back  Bay  area  approved  as  an 
Architectural  Conservation  Area,  even 
though  individual  buildings  and  the  dis- 
trict were  recognized  by  many  laymen  and 
historians  as  unique.   It  was  assumed  by 
the  planners  that  the  lesser  known 
buildings  of  the  South  End  would  have 
even  less  chance  of  public  recognition 
at  that  time.   Second,  Victorian  archi- 
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tecture  was  not  highly  respected  by 
either  architectural  historians  or  the 
general  public  during  those  years. 

The  Plan  was,  nonetheless,  rather  pre- 
servation oriented  for  its  time  since 
its  objective,  though  not  explicitly 
stated  in  numbers,  was  the  rehabilita- 
tion of  75%  of  the  existing  building 
stock.   During  the  mid-sixties  most 
other  urban  renewal  projects  emphasized 
large  scale  demolition  and  new  construc- 
tion.  The  Plan's  emphasis  on  mainte- 
nance and  rehabilitation  was  a  general 
planning  goal  and  not  solely  designed  to 
achieve  historic  preservation  purposes. 
Architectural  surveys  were  conducted  by 
architectural  historians,  and  their 
•evaluations  were  taken  into  considera- 
•tion  in  the  development  of  the  plan. 

!The  following  references  to  objectives 
-in  the  original  plan  illustrate  the  his- 
toric preservation  and  urban  design 
issues  and  activities  that  continue 
today.  1 

"Chapter  II:   OBJECTIVES 

'...Section  203.   Planning  &  Design  Ob- 
iectives 

a.  Improve  the  quality,  condition, 
and  maintenance  of  existing 
dwelling  structures  to  a  level 
which  achieves  decent,  safe,  and 
sanitary  housing. 

b.  Remove  the  concentrations  of  de- 
teriorated and  deteriorating 
buildings  which  depress  the  phy- 
sical condition  and  character  of 
the  area. . . 

m.  Obtain  superior  architectural  and 
aesthetic  quality  in  the  new  pub- 
lic and  private  buildings  and 
open  spaces; 


South  End  Urban  Renewal  Plan.  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority,  1965. 


n.  Preserve,  maintain  and  reinforce 
the  positive,  unifying  and  unique 
qualities  of  the  street  patterns, 
row  houses,  parks  and  squares;... 

Chapter  VII:   REHABILITATION 

Section  802.   General  Objectives 

b.  Restore  deteriorating  areas  and 
structures  to  sound  condition. 

Section  803.   Planning  &  Design  Objec- 
tives 

d.  Maintain  the  physical  character 
of  buildings  architecturally  con- 
sistent with  the  surrounding 
neighborhood  in  order  to  elimin- 
ate deteriorating  or  blighting 
influences,  to  encourage  neigh- 
borhood stability,  maintenance  of 
property,  and  a  proper  land  use 
as  provided  in  this  Urban  Renewal 
Plan.   Pursuant  to  this  objec- 
tive, the  unique,  unifying  and 
harmonious  predominance  of  brick 
facades  shall  be  preserved,  and 
the  fronts  of  such  facades  shall 
not  be  covered  with  sheathing  or 
siding  of  any  kind  of  design.."! 


CHANGES  IN  HISTORIC  RESOURCES  AND  URBAN 
DESIGN  1965-1978 

Since  the  adoption  of  the  plan  in  1965, 
most  of  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Area 
has  been  designated  on  the  National  Re- 
gister of  Historic  Places  (see  Map  II. 4) 
and  there  have  been  changes  in  the  per- 
ception of  historic  resources  between 
1965  and  1978.   Architectural  histor- 
ians' perception  and  appreciation  of 
Victorian  architecture  has  increased 
greatly.   The  public  in  general  has  be- 
come more  aware  of  the  possibilities  and 
value  of  older  buildings.   The  general 
image  of  the  South  End  has  improved  sub- 
stantially, partially  because  of  the  re- 
moval of  the  worst  of  the  stock.   Final- 
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ly,  there  has  been  a  change  in  both  pro- 
fessional and  layman  perceptions  of  what 
is  feasible  to  rehabilitate  or  restore. 
Increasing  costs  for  new  construction 
relative  to  rehabilitation  and  the  mid- 
dle class  return  to  urban  neighborhoods 
have  made  the  remaining  buildings  and 
districts  more  valuable. 

Since  the  adoption  of  the  plan  in  1965, 
the  BRA  has  not  demolished  any  "land- 
mark" buildings  of  individual  signifi- 
cance, according  to  the  Boston  Landmarks 
Commission.   However,  buildings  were  de- 
molished which  today  might  be  considered 
feasible  or  desirable  for  rehabilita- 
tion.  Some  of  the  major  BRA  clearance 
activities  in  the  South  End  are  de- 
scribed below: 

The  Castle  Square  Area  was  cleared 
in  the  renewal  process.   The  area 
had  previously  consisted  of  small, 
modest  row  houses  similar  to  those 
on  Dartmouth  Place  and  less  elabor- 
ate than  those  in  Bay  Village.   Most 
of  the  structures  were  in  poor  phy- 
sical condition  according  to  the  BRA 
survey. 1 

East  Berkeley  Street,  between  Shaw- 
mut  and  Tremont  across  from  Castle 
Square  (P6a)  was  cleared  for  pro- 
posed street  widening.   The  row  of 
brick  row  houses  which  were  taken 
ranged  from  sound  but  poorly  main- 
tained to  requiring  extensive  re- 
pairs. 

The  IBA  site,  between  Tremont,  Shaw- 
mut,  Pembroke  and  West  Dedham 
Streets,  has  experienced  consider- 
able change.   Previous  structures  on 
the  site  were  both  wood  frame  indus- 
trial building  of  uneven  quality  and 

1   Interview  with  Marcia  Meyers,  Execu- 
tive Director  of  the  Boston  Land- 
marks Commission.   June  1978.   Also 
Building  Conditions  Map,  BRA  January 
1966. 


vernacular  residential  structures  « 
varying  physical  condition. 

The  United  Neighbors  or  Lower  Rox. 
bury  Area,  was  cleared  on  several 
streets  of  attractive,  although  de- 
teriorating, small  brick  row  housei 
which  had  high  vacancy  rates  for  a 
number  of  years.   The  high  vacancUjl 
were  in  part  attributed  to  the  ex-  L 
tensive  clearing  activities  going  oJ] 
around  this  area  to  the  south  for  ' 
the  Inner  Belt,  to  the  west  for  thtjl 
proposed  Southwest  Expressway  and  ae 
the  north,  along  Kendall  and  Lenox  ^ 
Streets,  in  order  to  replace  sub-  fl 
standard  residential  and  industrial'!) 
structures  with  subsidized  housing.j^ 

ih 
Columbus  Ave,  and  Tremont  Street  uL 
a  mixture  of  Victorian  row  houses  » 
and  later  one  and  two  story  build- f 
ings;  some  areas  of  both  streets  a 
were  in  deteriorating  condition  te-li] 
quiring  major  repairs  or  demoli-  .yi 
tion.   The  four  midrise  Methunion  [ 
buildings  on  Columbus  Ave.  and  thei 
three  midrise  housing  developments! 
and  the  South  End  Branch  Library «' 
Tremont  Street  were  constructed  on 
some  of  these  sites.  | 

In  general  most  of  the  demolition  acti" 
ities  were  done  for  the  following  rea*  i^ 
sons:  a)  to  remove  dilapidated  struc- 
tures, b)  to  significantly  upgrade  th« 
area  with  new  development!,  and  to  ^ 
give  greater  cohesion  to  existing  stti>" 
tures.  A  number  of  the  cleared  parcelsj 
such  as  Parcel  7  and  parcels  15  and  1  , 
in  Lower  Roxbury,  remain  vacant  today- 

The  few  major  changes  in  the  urban  o^ > 
sign  character  of  the  South  End  whic" 
have  occurred  are  due  to  several  1^^'^^ 
scale  housing  developments,  such  as  i 
Methunion,  Concord  Towers,  Castle 
Square,  and  the  large  developments  i 


Ibid. 
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Lower  Roxbury.   New  development  in  the 
institutional  and  industrial  area  has 
filled  in  already  established  patterns. 
The  urban  design  settings  in  1978  are 
described  below. 


CONDITIONS  IN  1978 

Typical  Settings  in  the  South  End 
1.  Older  Residential 


This  setting  covers  what  are  generally 
considered  typical  19th  century  South 
End  row  houses,   Most  of  these  areas  are 
included  within  the  National  Register 
historic  district  boundaries,  with  the 
important  exception  of  the  small  "worker 
housing"  in  the  Greenwich  St.  area  of 
Lower  Roxbury  which  is  not  now  part  of 
the  historic  district.   These  row  houses 
were  developed  in  large  blocks,  present 
a  uniform  facade  to  the  street  and  back 
up  to  public  or  private  alleys,  back 
yards,  or  both. 

a.  The'  Squares 

From  an  architectural  historian's 
perspective,  "the  foci  of  the  South 
End  are  the  urban  squares  of  brick 
or  brownstone  row  houses  surrounding 
oblong  parks.   The  squares  reflect 
the  appreciation  of  the  English  park 
system  in  the  urban  planning  of  Bos- 
ton, extending  back  to  Charles  Bul- 
f inch's  design  for  the  Tontine  Cres- 
cent.  The  South  End  represents  the 
last  vestiges  of  the  concept  in  Bos- 
ton .  " 

Today,  these  squares  still  are  char- 
acterized by  the  tree-lined  streets, 
uniform  facades,  some  central  green 
space,  and  three  to  five  story 
structures.   The  major  squares  are 
Worcester  Square,  Chester  Park,  Con- 
cord Square,  Rutland  Square,  and 
Union  Park. 


Other  smaller  less  formal  squares 
are  Braddock  Park,  West  Rutland 
Square,  Greenwich  Park,  and  Clare- 
mont  Park.   In  addition  to  these  ob- 
long residential  parks  there  are  two 
other  major  passive  park  areas  sur- 
rounded primarily  by  residential 
uses.   These  are  Blackstone  and 
Franklin  Squares,  part  of  the  ori- 
ginal design  of  the  South  End  now 
separated  by  Washington  Street  and 
the  elevated  MBTA  Orange  Line.   Each 
square  covers  a  full  city  block. 
The  Cathedral  housing,  the  Black- 
stone  School,  the  Franklin  Square 
House  and  various  small  scale  resi- 
dential/commercial buildings  face 
these  squares. 

b.  Row  Houses 

Although  without  the  central  open 
space  and  landscaping,  housing  types 
similar  to  the  squares  are  found  on 
other  streets  in  the  South  End, 
This  house  type  is  the  most  predomi- 
nant older  housing  in  the  South 
End.   These  streets  have  generally 
uniform  facades,  three  to  five  story 
buildings,  and  large  units.   Warren 
Avenue  and  Dartmouth  Street  are  ex- 
amples.  Although  these  row  houses 
are  of  similar  styles,  there  are 
many  subtle  variations  in  detailing 
on  entrys,  roof  lines,  height,  and 
facades,  such  as  bow  front  vs.  flat 
front. 

c.  Low,  Smaller  Row  Houses 

This  setting  includes  the  more  mod- 
estly scaled  2  to  3  story,  small 
unit  row  houses,  often  called  worker 
housing.  Small  groups  of  these  row 
houses  with  similar  facades  are 
found  in  the  United  Neighbors,  Eight 
Streets  and  Ellis  Neighborhoods. 
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Major  Urban  Design  Settings 


I  Residential  Existing 

II  Residential  New 

III  Industrial  Commercial 

IV  Institutional 
Major  Arterial 
Green  Spaces 


A  Squares 

B  Row  Houses  ' 

C  Low;  Small  Row  Houses 


MAP  II-3 
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2.  Major  New  Residential  (since  1920) 

This  setting  describes  major  new,  gener- 
ally subsidized,  residential  development 
that  typically  covers  several  blocks, 
and  has  an  internal  focus  and  circula- 
tion system.   Some  developments  are  of 
uniform  height  and  architecture,  such  as 
the  midrise  Methunion  housing  or  the  low 
rise  Camden  Street  housing.   Other  de- 
velopments have  a  mix  of  building  types, 
such  as  Castle  Square  and  IBA.   The 
higher  density  developments  usually  in- 
clude some  ground  floor  commercial  space. 

3.  Industrial/Commercial 

Industrial  activities  in  the  South  End 
are  located  both  in  older,  often  rehab- 
ilitated buildings  and  in  new  construc- 
tion.  Older  rehabbed  buildings  of  up  to 
5  or  6  stories  are  occupied  by  groups  of 
small  industrial  operations,  as  in  Lower 
Roxbury,  and  by  large  industrial  firms, 
such  as  New  England  Nuclear.   New  con- 
struction is  generally  one  story,  such 
as  the  Boston  Flower  Exchange,  New  Eng- 
land Telephone  and  the  planned  Cross 
Town  Industrial  Park,  with  the  exception 
of  a  new  4  story  facility  under  con- 
struction for  New  England  Nuclear.   Typ- 
ical activities  include  light  manufac- 
turing, wholesaling,  and  warehousing; 
most  of  the  industrial  uses  are  located 
between  Harrison  Avenue  and  the  South- 
east Expressway. 

Local  retail  and  regionally  oriented 
wholesale  commercial  uses  are  divided 
into  two  categories:   local  retail  uses 
generally  in  the  ground  floor  of  older 
buildings  with  residential,  and  some  of- 
fice uses  above  as  well  as  some  newer 
primarily  one  story  structures.   These 
uses  are  principally  on  the  major 
streets  of  the  area  such  as  Washington, 
Columbus,  Tremont  and  Massachusetts  Ave. 
There  are  also  nodes  of  neighborhood 
commercial  uses  scattered  throughout  the 
South  End  in  older  buildings  on  the  cor- 
'"Ts  of  secondary  streets. 


Wholesale  and  distributor  type  commer- 
cial uses  occur  throughout  the  South  End 
but  primarily  in  mixed  industrial/com- 
mercial areas. 

4.  Institutional 

The  major  institutional  setting  is  the 
Boston  City  Hospital  and  Boston  Univer- 
sity Medical  Center  area,  which  includes 
complete  blocks  of  new  construction  and 
parking,  as  well  as  some  residential 
buildings  as  on  East  Brookline  St.   The 
scale  of  buildings  in  this  area  is  much 
larger  than  in  any  other  section  of  the 
South  End. 

Other  smaller  institutional  uses  such  as 
schools  and  churches  are  shown  on  the 
public  facilities  map  and  are  not  high- 
lighted as  institutional  settings. 

5.  Major  Arterials 

Each  of  the  four  major  arterials  in  the 
South  End  have  their  own  character  al- 
though all  have  a  combination  of  resi- 
dential and  commercial  activities. 

a.  Columbus  Avenue 

Columbus  Avenue  is  an  80'  right-of- 
way,  divided  into  two  30'  roadways 
with  a  4'  median.   The  grand  scale 
of  the  buildings  which  face  Columbus 
Ave.  reflects  the  fact  that  Columbus 
Ave.  was  originally  laid  out  as  one 
of  the  major  thoroughfares  of  Bos- 
ton.  South  of  Camden  St.,  Columbus 
is  characterized  by  some  older  resi- 
dential and  commercial  structures, 
the  Carter  playground,  and  the  va- 
cant land  for  the  proposed  Carter 
School.  Older  residential  struc- 
tures, with  commercial  uses  at  in- 
tersections and  some  churches,  con- 
tinue from  Camden  down  to  Columbus 
to  the  South  End  boundary.   Major 
new  construction  includes  Harriet 
Tubman  House  at  Massachusetts  Avenue 
and  the  four  residential  Methunion 
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buildings  between  Newton  and  Yar- 
mouth. 

b.  Tremont  Street 

Tremont  Street  is  a  100'  right-of- 
way,  with  an  undivided  70'  roadway. 
South  of  Camden  St.,  Tremont  is 
characterized  by  a  few  older  commer- 
cial and  residential  structures,  the 
multi  story  commercial-residential 
building  of  Roxse,  Frederick  Douglas 
Square  and  the  vacant  land  of  the 
proposed  Carter  School  site.   From 
Camden  down,  Tremont  includes  the 
Piano  Factory,  older  commercial  and 
residential  structures  and  a  cluster 
of  new  housing;  Concord  Towers,  and 
an  elderly  project;  as  well  as  the 
new  South  End  Branch  of  the  Boston 
Public  Library.   At  Clarendon  St. 
the  character  changes  with  the  Bos- 
ton Center  for  the  Arts  and  the  Cy- 
clorama  as  an  historic  focus.   The 
new  residential  construction  at 
Castle  Square  which  includes  some 
street  level  commercial  space  and 
the  vacant  land  adjacent  to  the 
Franklin  Institute  characterize  the 
northern  portion  of  Tremont  St.  in 
the  South  End.   Tremont  continues  in 
a  northerly  direction  serving  as  a 
major  connection  to  Bay  Village, 
downtown  and  Government  Center. 

c.  Washington  Street 

Washington  Street  is  an  100'  ROW, 
with  the  elevated  Orange  Line  struc- 
ture as  the  most  striking  visual 
characteristic.   South  of  Camden 
Street,  Washington  has  experienced 
new  development  including  Derby 
Park,  the  Cooper  Community  Center, 
and  two  new  residential  mid  rise 
structures.   There  are  some  older 
commercial  structures  in  this  area. 
From  Camden  to  East  Newton  one  finds 
primarily  older  commercial  struc- 
tures, vacant  lots,  an  historic 
burying  ground  and  one  new  elderly 
housing  building. 
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Along  Washington  between  W.  Newton 
St.  and  Union  Park  there  are  several 
major  visual  foci  including  Franklin 
and  Blackstone  Squares,  the  Cathe- 
dral Housing  Project,  the  new  Black- 
stone  School  and  the  Cathedral  of 
the  Holy  Cross,  all  of  which  are  ma- 
jor landmarks.   The  scale  of  these 
spaces  and  buildings  is  larger  than 
the  surrounding  fabric  of  the  South 
End.   Between  Union  Park  and  East 
Berkeley  Streets,  there  are  older 
commercial  structures,  vacant  lots 
and  Peter's  Park — a  major  new  play- 
ground facility.   Toward  Herald 
Street  are  primarily  new  one-story 
commercial  buildings.   Major  nodes 
along  Washington  Street  are  the 
Northampton  and  Dover  Stations  of 
the  elevated  MBTA  Orange  Line. 

d.  Massachusetts  Avenue 

The  buildings  facing  Massachusetts 
Avenue  are  almost  continuously  19th 
century  brick  and  brownstone  resi- 
dential of  4  to  6  stories  from  the 
railroad  to  Harrison  Avenue,  with 
some  vacant  lots  and  street  level 
commercial  at  intersections.   Be- 
tween Tremont  St.  and  Shawmut  Ave- 
nue, Massachusetts  Avenue  widens  to 
form  Chester  Park,  two  crescents  of 
6  story  19th  century  townhouses  sep- 
arated from  the  major  flows  of 
Massachusetts  Ave.  by  landscaped 
medians.   The  Harriet  Tubman  House 
at  Columbus,  the  new  Boston  City 
Hospital  addition  at  Harrison,  and 
the  proposed  Cross  Town  Industrial 
Park  facility  at  Albany  are  large 
scale  and  new  construction. 

6.   Historic  Buildings  and  Sites 

In  1973,  most  of  the  South  End  was 
designated  a  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  District.   The  Na- 
tional Register  application  de- 
scribes the  major  and  secondary  ele- 
ments of  historic  significance  in 
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South  End  National  Register  District 


'-^, 


MAP    II-4 
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the  South  End.   The  major  elements 
are  the  seven  large  squares  de- 
scribed above.   (Union  Park,  Worces- 
ter Square,  Chester  Square,  Black- 
stone  and  Franklin  Squares,  Concord 
Square  and  Rutland  Square)  and  the 
Cyclorama  at  the  Boston  Center  of 
the  Arts  (separately  listed  as  a  Na- 
tional Register  property) . 

The  secondary  elements  described  in 
the  application  are: 

1.  The  Allen  House,  1682  Washington 
St.  at  Worcester  Sq. ,  a  brown- 
stone  villa  type  structure. 

2.  Franklin  Square  House,  11  East 
Newton  St.  facing  Franklin  Sq. ,  a 
brick  building  formerly  a  hotel. 

3.  Churches,  notable  for  their  ar- 
chitecture or  location,  or  both 

a.  Cathedral  of  the  Holy  Cross 

(1875) 
Washington  and  Maiden  Sts. 

b.  Church  of  the  Immaculate  Con- 
ception (1861) 

761  Harrison  Ave. 

c.  New  Hope  Baptist  Church 
formerly  known  as  Tremont  St. 
Methodist  Church  (1862) 

740  Tremont  St. 

d.  Union  Methodist  Church  (1872) 
485  Columbus  Ave. 

e.  Shawmut  Congregational  Church 
(1872) 

640  Tremont  St. 

f.  Peoples  Baptist  Church  (1868) 
134  Camden  St. 

Other  buildings  currently  of  interest  to 
historic  preservationists  and  others  in 
the  South  End  include  the  Bancroft/Rice 
School,  the  Smith  Block,  the  St.  Cloud 
Hotel,  the  Malone  Block,  the  South  Bury- 
ing Ground,  and  the  Chickering  Piano 
Factory.   The  Clarendon  St.  Baptist 
Church  (PB-l)  and  the  MacDonald  Ware- 
house (R-ll) ,  also  of  current  interest, 
are  major  parcels  under  study  in  the  EIS. 


Related  Proposed  Developments  or  Plans 


Under  the  enabling  statute  creating  the 
Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  a  study 
committee  has  recently  been  appointed  bj 
the  Mayor  and  confirmed  by  the  City 
Council.   The  purpose  of  the  study  com- 
mittee is  to  consider  the  possibility  oJ 
the  creation  of  a  local  historic  dis- 
trict and  to  make  recommendations  to  th( 
Boston  Landmarks  Commission  on  this  sub- 
ject. 

The  study  committee  will  consider  the 
architectural  and  historical  signifi- 
cance of  the  area  and  make  recommenda- 
tions to  the  Commission  concerning  the 
potential  boundaries  of  a  district  and 
the  design  standards  which  should  be 
used  in  reviewing  future  physical 
changes  to  buildings  in  the  area.   The 
committee,  assisted  by  staff  provided  b; 
the  Commission,  will  evaluate  the  poten^ 
tial  impact  of  a  district  designation. 
The  study  committee's  report  will  be  th^ 
subject  of  public  meetings  in  the  com- 
munity. 

If  the  area  were  to  be  designated  by  thi 
Commission  with  approval  by  the  Mayor 
and  City  Council,  the  area  would  come 
under  a  process  of  design  review.   Phys 
ical  changes  affecting  the  exterior  of 
the  buildings  in  the  designated  distric 
would  be  subject  to  review  and  approval 
by  a  local  subcommission  of  the  Boston 
Landmarks  Commission.   Changes  of  use 
would  not  be  subject  to  review  in  this 
context. 

In  1973,  most  of  the  South  End  was 
listed  as  a  district  in  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places.   The  Na- 
tional Register  designation  eased  the 
way  for  the  BLC  study,  but  such  a  desig 
nation  imposes  no  real  restrictions  on 
private  owners,  or  city  and  state  gov- 
ernment actions.   The  designation  does 
make  the  area  eligible  for  National 
Register  grants  and  potentially  for  in- 
come tax  benefits  on  approved  sites. 


54 


rhe  South  End  Historical  Society  cur- 
rently has  several  ongoing  projects, 
funded  by  its  members.   They  include  im- 
provements to  the  Burial  Ground,  East 
Jerkeley  St.  victory  gardens,  and 
Landscaping  around  the  South  End  Library. 

[n  addition  to  the  Boston  Landmarks  Com- 
mission study,  there  are  several  major 
lesign  studies  underway  that  will  have 
significant  impacts  on  the  urban  design 
:haracter  of  the  South  End.   The  studies 
lave  been  described  in  the  transporta- 
:ion  and  economic  development  sections, 
;o  only  their  urban  design  implications 
?ill  be  discussed  here. 

'he  Southwest  Corridor  project  and  the 
elated  Crosstown  Street  have  four  major 
ilements  that  will  effect  the  South  End. 
'he  most  dramatic  is  the  planned  removal 
if  the  elevated  Orange  Line  from  Wash- 
ngton  St.,  which  will  radically  change 
he   visual  character  of  the  street,  af- 
ect  the  economic  activity  along  the 
treet,  and  thus  impact  future  develop- 
ment activities  in  ways  not  yet  clear. 
ihe   alternatives  for  several  of  the  ma- 
ior  parcels  under  study  in  the  EIS  will 
■e  be  significantly  affected  by  the  re- 
loval  of  the  Orange  Line. 

he  second  project,  the  Replacement 
ransit  Service  for  the  Washington  St. 
rea,  will  result  in  a  new  mode  of  tran- 
it  along  Washington  that  will  affect 
isual  character  and  economic  activity, 
he  third  activity,  the  actual  reloca- 
ion  of  the  Orange  Line  to  the  railroad 
racks  bordering  the  South  End  on  the 
est  also  will  influence  visual  charac- 
2r  and  development  in  the  South  End 
eighborhoods  along  the  alignment.   In 
articular  several  major  parcels  being 
tudied  in  the  EIS  will  be  affected, 
le  fourth  major  project  to  be  located 
Long  the  new  Crosstown  Street,  is  the 
ianned  construction  of  a  new  60-120,000 
3.  ft.  industrial  facility  for  Digital 
juipment  Corporation  at  Albany  St.  and 
jssachusetts  Ave.  which  will  emphasize 


the  industrial  character  of  that  area  of 
the  South  End. 

Improvements  to  Columbus  Ave.  and  Tre- 
mont  St.,  studied  over  the  last  3  years, 
are  scheduled  to  begin  construction  in 
1979.   Street  lighting,  widened  side- 
walks, mini  parks,  and  changes  in  lane 
width  and  movement  patterns  will  affect 
existing  uses  and  new  development  on 
these  two  major  arterials  which  trans- 
verse the  South  End.   Further,  the  new 
Crosstown  Street,  which  will  improve 
crosstown  movements  in  Lower  Roxbury, 
will  be  constructed  in  the  former  Inner 
Belt  Corridor.   Included  in  the  plans 
are  extensive  landscaping,  recreation 
facilities  and  future  development  par- 
cels. 

The  following  chart  describes  the  his- 
toric and  urban  design  issues  associated 
with  each  major  parcel.   The  number  and 
letter  references  are  keyed  to  the  Map, 
Major  Urban  Design  Settings. 
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Table  II-6 

HISTORIC  AND  URBAN  DESIGN  ISSUES  IMPORTANT  TO  THE  ASSESSMENT  OF  THE  MAJOR  PARCELS 


FIVE  MAJOR  PARCELS 


Historic  Issues  Important  to 
Assessment 


Urban  Design  Settings  Important  to 
Assessment 


These  issues  were  raised  at  neigh- 
borhood meetings,  at  South  End  His- 
torical Society  meeting,  and  by 
individuals  contacted  during  data 
collection. 


These  6  settings  were  identified  by 
SOM  as  guidelines  for  the  assessment 
of  the  major  parcels. 


New  Carter  School  Site 
(15  and  16) 


5.  Major  Arterials,  Columbus  &  Tremont 
2a.  New  Residential 

6.  Chickering  Piano  Factory 
6.  Frederick  Douglas  Square 


Tent  City 


•  Save  existing  buildings  on  llA. 


Older  Residential  Row  Houses 
Major  Arterials,  Columbus 


Develop  historic  area  design  control 
over  new  construction  here,  even 
though  it  is  outside  the  National 
Register  area. 


Washington/Laconia  St.  Site 
(31,  31B,  31A-2) 


Rollins  St.  Site 


(32C) 


Small  building  at  corner  of  Washing- 
ton and  East  Berkeley  is  interesting 
and  perhaps  worth  saving. 


Industr  ial/commercial 
Major  arterial,  Washington. 


3.    Industrial/commercial 

5.  Major  Arterial,  Washington 

6.  Cathedral  of  the  Holy  Cross 


Harrison/E.  Dedham  Site 


Four  older  residential  buildings  on 
East  Canton  are  interesting 


3. 

2a. 


Industrial/commercial 

New  Residential,  Cathedral  Housing 


OTHER  MAJOR  PARCELS 


Existing  Carter  School 
(P-22,  PB-4,  58,  SE-95) 

Existing  Buildings  on 
Massachusetts  Ave. 
near  railroad 


Reuse  for  residential  and 
commercial 


16. 
3. 


Older  Residential,  Row  Houses 
Industrial/commercial 


5.   Major  Arterial,  Massachusetts  Ave. 
16.   Older  Residential  Row  Houses 


•  Demolish  and  reuse  as  a  park. 


lb.   Older  Residential  Row  Houses 


BRA  Site  Office  &  Church 
(PB-1,  SE  74-77) 


Stabilize  church  with  public  funds. 
Rehab  BRA  site  office  and  Clarendon 
St.  structures 


Older  Residential  Row  Houses 
Clarendon  St.  Baptist  Church 
Boston  Center  for  the  Arts 


Franklin  Institute  Lot 
(7) 


Victory  Gardens 
(P6a) 


•  Need  visual  improvement  if  to  remain 
victory  gardens 


New  housing  to  fit  in  with  older 
residential  row  houses 


Major  Arterial,  Tremont  St. 
Older  Residential  Row  Houses 
New  Residential,  Castle  Square 
Boston  Center  for  the  Arts  and 
Cyclorama 

Older  Residential  Houses 

New  Residential,  Castle  Square 

Major  Arterial,  Tremont  St. 


OTHER  MAJOR  PARCELS 


Historic  Issues  Important  to 
Assessment 


Urban  Design  Settings  Important  to 
Assessment 


These  issues  were  raised  at  neigh- 
borhood meetings  at  South  End  His- 
torical Society  meeting,  and  by 
individuals  contacted  during  data 
collection. 


These  6  settings  were  identified  by 
SOM  as  guidelines  for  the  assessment 
of  the  major  parcels. 


First  National  Site 
(P-16) 


The  existing  condition  of  the  build 
ing  adversely  effects  the  visual 
quality  of  the  Cathedral 


Major  Arterial,  Washington  St. 
Cathedral  of  the  Holy  Cross 


Hub  Motors  Site 


5.   Major  Arterial,  Washington  St. 
3.    Industrial/Commercial 


Harry  the  Greek  Block 
(P6b) 


•  Rehab,  keep  stores  and  add  other 
uses 


Industrial/Commercial 


•  Perhaps  less  design  importance  if 
P6a  not  used  for  housing 


Shawmut  near  Herald 
(4) 

Bates  School 
(R-IO) 


3.  Industrial/Commercial 

2.  New  Residential,  Castle  Square 

4.  Institutional 

2.  New  Residential,  Cathedral  Housing 
la.  Squares,  Blackstone  and  Franklin 

3.  Industrial/Commercial 
6.  Bates  School  itself 


MacDonald  Warehouse 
(R-11) 


Save 

Relate  to  Old  South  Burying  Ground 


5.  Major  Arterial,  Washington  St. 
lb.  Older  Residential  Row  Houses 

6.  Old  South  Burying  Ground 
6.  MacDonald  Warehouse  itself 


Rutland  and  Washington 
(RC-9,  30,  RD-60) 


Try  to  tie  into  two  adjacent  build- 
ings at  Washington  and  East  Newton 


5.  Major  Arterial,  Washington  St. 
lb.   Older  Residential  Row  Houses 

6.  Alexander  Graham  Bell  Houi. 


(RE-7) 


Older  Residential  Row  Houses 
New  Residential 


Northampton  &  Washington 
R12a,  R12b,  33b 


Major  Arterials,  Washington  St. 
Massachusetts  Avenue 
New  Residential 


57 


F.   THE  PHYSICAL  ENVIRONMENT 

SOUTH  END  AREA  DESCRIPTION 

The  South  End  is  largely  a  residen- 
tial area  with  a  significant  amount 
of  commerical  development  and  some 
industrial  land  use.   It  is  also  the 
location  of  the  large  Boston  City 
Hospital.   Traffic  through  this 
neighborhood  is  quite  high  and  brings 
attendant  air  and  noise  pollution 
problems.   Peak  hour  traffic  flows 
range  up  to  3,000  vehicles.   The 
greatest  total  amount  of  traffic  is 
on  the  north/south  routes  which  lead 
toward  downtown  Boston.   Massachusetts 
Avenue,  however,  which  crosses  the 
area  from  east  to  west,  carries  the 
greatest  amount  of  traffic  for  any 
single  route. 

AIR  QUALITY 

Air  quality  in  the  South  End  falls 
short  of  desired  levels.   Automobile 
traffic  is  assumed  to  be  the  area's 
major  contributor  to  air  pollution. 
Air  quality  data  from  the  Kenmore 
Square  monitoring  station  of  the 
Massachusetts  Air  Surveillance  Network 
show  that  in  1977  federal  standards  were 
exceeded  for  eight  hour  average  of 
carbon  monoxide.   It  is  anticipated, 
however,  that  this  level  will  be  brought 
within  federal  standards  by  1985  through 
implementation  of  the  Federal  Exhaust 
and  Emission  Control  Standards. 
Ambient  conditions  will  then  be  near 
the  federal  standards  but  will  not 
exceed  it.   Data  on  Boston  Air  Quality 
monitoring  follows. 

NOISE  LEVELS 

Fairly  extensive  noise  monitoring  has 
been  completed  in  the  South  End.  Eleven 
monitoring  stations  are  mentioned  in  the 
City  of  Boston  study  titled:   Property 
Acquisition,  Parcel  llB,  South  End  Urban 
Renewal  Area.   Of  these  eleven  stations, 
nine  exceeded  both  the  FHWA  Class  B  Design 
Noise  Level  (peak  hour  L   =  70  dBA)  and 
the  HUD  Exterior  Noise  Exposure  standards 


for  New  Construction  (L    =  65  dBA). 
The  major  sovirces  of  noise  are  buses, 
trucks  and  automobiles.   However,  Logan 
Airport,  located  in  East  Boston,  does 
generate  some  noise  from  jet  flyovers, 
and  a  significant  contribution  to 
noise  is  made  on  Washington  Street 
MBTA  by  the  Orange  Line.   Noise  read- 
ings for  the  L   level  for  the 
various  locations  in  the  South  End 
ranged  from  a  nighttime  low  of  55  dBA 
to  a  rush  hour  high  of  79  dBA.   Noise 
readings  taken  in  the  field  by  hand- 
held noise  meter  showed  a  reading  of 
10  5  dBA  recorded  on  Washington  Street 
during  the  passing  of  an  MBTA  Orange 
Line  train.   Data  on  South  End  noise 
levels  follows. 

URBAN  ECOLOGY 

The  South  End  contains  a  number  of 
abandoned,  deteriorating  buildings 
and  vacant  lots.   In  the  vacant  lots 
and  in  the  open  areas  around  abandoned 
buildings,  succession  of  natural 
vegetation  has  occurred  and  habitat 
for  wildlife  exists.   There  are  small 
stands  of  birch,  maple,  cottonwood, 
and  especially  dominant  are  trees  of 
heaven.   Large  trees  occur  on  some 
lots  in  groups  of  five  or  six  or 
along  the  side  of  buildings.   More 
usually,  though,  single  trees  exist 
among  weed  growth  or  small  trees  exist 
along  fences  at  the  edges  of  lots. 
Weed  growth  occurs  on  most  unpaved  or 
un tended  areas.   It  ranges  from  sparse 
short  weeds  among  rubble  to  a  dense 
growth  of  tall  (4  feet)  weeds  not 
easily  traversable.   Weed  species 
include:   tree  foil,  lamb's  quarter 
and  various  species  of  goldenrod. 
Besides  natural  vegetation  a  number 
of  vacant  lots  contain  victory  gardens 
with  crops  of  assorted  vegetables. 
Urban  wildlife  that  may  be  associatd 
with  these  vegetation  types  include: 
squirrels,  chipmunks,  rats,  mice, 
rabbits,  house  sparrows,  blue  jays, 
robins,  black-cap  chicadee,  purple 
finches,  howe  finches,  starlings, 
pidgeons,  common  grackles,  tree 
sparrows,  mockingbirds,  cat  birds 
and  slate-colored  juncos. 


Table    II-7 


1977 


Mass.   Air  Monitoring  Network,   Division  of  Air  and  Hazardous  Materials 
Annual  Summary 
CO  (ppm) 
Method:     Non-Dispersive  Infra-Red 


Kenmore  Square 
Callahan  Tunnel 
Science  Park 


*  of  1  hour 
Obs. 

7919 
6294 
7826 


#  of  8  hour 
Averages 
Above  9 


Max   1    hour 
Obs. 


2nd  Max. 
Max.    1   hour 
Obs. 

21 
21 
16 


Max. 
8  hour 
Obs. 

14.4 
11.4 
11.1 


2nd  Max. 
8  hour 
Obs. 


Method       I:     Sodium  Arsinite  Bubbler 


NO2  (ppb) 


Kenmore  Square 
Callahan  Tunnel 
Science  Park 


Annual 
Arithmetic 
Mean 


Geometric 
SD. 

1.28 
1.55 
1.34 


Max. 
24  hour 
Obs. 


2nd 

Max. 

24 

hour 

Obs. 

61 

48 

53 

Method       11:      Chemiluminescence 

#  of 
hourly 
Site  Obs. 


Kenmore  Square 
Callahan  Tunnel 


1702 
5710 


Arithmetic 
Mean 


NO2  (ppb) 


Max. 
24  hour 
Obs. 


2nd  Max. 
24  hour 
Obs. 

64 
67 


2nd 
Max.  Max. 

1  hour  Obs.      1   hour  Obs. 


125 
121 


120 
112 


Method:     Hi- Vol. 


TSP  (ugm/M") 


Kenmore  Square 
South  Bay 
Science  Park 


Geometric 
S.D. 

1.70 
1.47 
1.36 


Max. 
24  hour 
Obs. 

305 
121 
116 


2nd  Max. 

24  hour 

Obs. 

270 
102 
115 


#  of  Obs 
Above 
260 

2 
0 
0 


#  of  Obs. 
Above 
150 


Method       I:     Instrumental  Coulometric 


SO2  (ppb) 


Site 

#  hourly 
Obs. 

6950 
8036 

Annual 
Arithmetic 
Mean 

20 
12 

Max  24  hour 
Obs. 

2nd  Max. 
24  hour 
Obs. 

Max. 
3  hour 
Obs. 

106 
101 

2nd  Max. 
3  hour 
Obs. 

Kenmore  Square 
Science  Park 

61 

50 

59 
51 

100 
100 

SO2  (ppb) 

Method       II:     West- 

■Gaeke  Bubbler 

Site 

#  of  Obs . 

35 
33 
40 
15 

Annual 
Arithmetic 
Mean 

Geometric 
S.D. 

2.35 
2.85 
2.28 
2.89 

Max. 
24  hour 
Obs. 

2nd 

Max. 
24  hour 

33 
23 
26 
28 

Obs 

Kenmore  Square 
South  Bay 
Science  Park 
Callahan  Tunnel 

14* 
9* 
12* 
ID. 

45 
26 
45 
31 

*  calculated  without  summer  quatres 
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Table  II-8     CITY  OF  BOSTON  NOISE  SURVEY 
South  End,  1975 


Meas. 

L 
eq 

24  hr. 

ID# 

Location 

Period 

Time 

\o 

So 

So 

L 
eq 

Sn 

SE-1 

576  Columbus 

Rush  Hour 

76 

71 

66 

72.6 

73.9 

79.0 

Avenue 

Midday 

79 

72 

66 

76.3 

Evening 

74 

68 

63 

71.4 

Night 

75 

64 

58 

72.0 

SE-2 

114  St.  Botolph 

Rush  Hour 

1606 

71 

65 

61 

67.3 

66.1 

70.3 

(F-6) 

Street 

Midday 

1142 

69 

63 

59 

66.7 

Evening 

2150 

74 

62 

52 

68.4 

Night 

0000 

67 

60 

53 

63.0 

SE-3 

96  West  Newton 

Rush  Hour 

1700 

73 

66 

62 

72.7 

71.  3 

74.8 

Street 

Midday 

1525 

77 

73 

66 

74.0 

Evening 

1913 

68 

60 

54 

64.4 

Night 

0033 

69 

56 

48 

66.9 

SE-4 

194  West  Canton 

Rush  Hour 

65 

58 

55 

1 

61.5 

60.1 

62.0 

Street 

Midday 

66 

61 

56 

62.4 

Evening 

62 

59 

55 

60.4 

Night 

55 

56 

56 

52.3 

SE-5 

8  West  Dedham 

Rush  Hour 

72 

67 

65 

69.0 

73.7 

74.4 

Street 

Midday 

78 

73 

71 

77.7 

Evening 

73 

63 

58 

71.5 

Night 

60 

52 

47 

60.8 

SE-6 

54  and  55  Mont- 

Rush Hour 

69 

63 

60 

65.6 

60.8 

63.5 

gomery  Street 

Midday 

64 

59 

55 

60.7 

Evening 

62 

55 

51 

58.6 

Night 

59 

53 

46 

54.  9 

SE-7 

78A  East  Berkeley 

Rush  Hour 

73 

67 

62 

70.0 

69.4 

72.4 

Street 

Midday 

75 

68 

62 

72.3 

Evening 

67 

62 

57 

64.6 

Night 

69 

62 

53 

64.2 

—   1 

1 
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TRANSPORTATION 


INTRODUCTION 


This  section  will  discuss  trans- 
portation issues  related  to  urban 
renewal  close-out  activities  in  the 
South  End.   This  will  include  a  dis- 
cussion of  Urban  Renewal  Plan  trans- 
portation objectives  and  activities 
and  policy  changes  which  have  occured 
subsequently,  many  of  which  were  pre- 
sented in  a  1974  BRA  position  paper 
entitled  Statement  on  South  End  Trans- 
portation Issues.   The  section  will 
then  briefly  outline  the  major  planned 
transportation  projects  which  will 
affect  the  South  End  generally  and  the 
nineteen  major  reuse  parcels  in  parti- 
cular.  The  section  will  also  discuss 
current  traffic  operations  in  the 
South  End  and  existing  public  transpor- 
tation service,  including  current 
rider ship  levels.   These  two  types  of 
data  are  useful  in  assessing  the 
ability  of  existing  service  to  accommo- 
date new  service  demands  created  by 
proposed  parcel  reuse  alternatives. 
Also  presented  in  this  section  are 
transportation  data  concerning  the 
mode  preferences  of  South  End  residents 
for  work  trips.   These  data  are  useful 
in  assessing  parking  needs  and  trans- 
portation impacts  which  might  be 
associated  with  various  parcel  reuse 
alternatives . 


BACKGROUND  ISSUES 

The  South  End  is  situated  in  a  vulnerable 
geographic  location  which  places  it 
squarely  in  the  path  of  one  of  the  major 
access  corridors  to  both  downtown  Boston 
and  the  Back  Bay  (see  Map  I-l) . 
As  a  result,  the  South  End  experiences 
heavy  volumes  of  vehicular  traffic 
moving  through  its  streets  in  both 
crosstown  and  radial  directions  to  serve 
differing  trip  purposes.   These  volumes 


are  particularly  high  during  peak 
hours.  The  South  End's  nineteenth 
century  street  system  is  ill-equipped  to 
handle  the  large  volumes.   This  is 
particularly  true  of  crosstown  movements. 
While  the  South  End  has  five  radial 
streets  which  provide  north/south 
access,  crosstown  or  east/west  movements 
are  difficult  because  most  of  the 
crosstown  streets  are  narrow,  short  and 
are  used  for  parking  by  local  residents. 
This  fact  places  a  heavy  traffic 
burden  on  the  few  streets  which  provide 
a  good  linkage  between  the  Expressway 
and  Back  Bay,  streets  such  as  Massachu- 
setts Avenue  and  Berkeley  Street. 

Part  of  the  reason  why  traffic  in 
the  South  End  is  concentrated  on 
certain  arterials  can  be  attributed 
to  the  South  End's  geographic  bound- 
aries.  The  district  is  surrounded 
on  three  sides  by  man-made  barriers: 
the  Penn  Central  Rail  Road  tracks  on 
the  west,  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike 
on  the  north  and  the  Southeast  Express- 
way on  the  east.   The  streets  which 
cross  these  barriers  (e.g.,  Massa- 
chusetts Avenue  and  West  Newton 
Street)  suffer  heavy  traffic  impacts, 
particularly  during  commuter  hours. 
As  a  result  of  the  South  End' s 
"door  mat"  function  with  respect  to 
downtown  Boston  and  the  Back  Bay, 
its  residental  streets  are  frequently 
impacted  by  commuter  parking  which 
makes  on-street  parking  for  residents 
difficult. 

Each  of  these  issues  discussed  above 
point  up  the  frequent  transportation 
conflict  between  commuters  and  inner 
city  residents.   It  is  a  conflict  which 
frequently  plays  a  major  role  in  the 
decisions  concerning  the  allocation  of 
transportation  investments.   The  issue 
is  often  whether  to  build  urban  express- 
ways, widen  inner  city  streets  and  con- 
struct new  parking  facilities  to  accommo- 
date commuter  vehicles  versus  investing 
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in  public  transporation  and  street 
improvements  in  accordance  with  neigh- 
borhood preservation  goals. 


URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN  TRANSPORATION 
OBJECTIVES  AND  ACTIVITIES 

While  the  original  urban  renewal 
plan  did  not  involve  the  construction 
of  new  highways  as  a  renewal  related 
activity,  it  made  provisions  for 
the  construction  of  major  new  highways 
along  the  periphery  of  the  South  End. 
The  Plan  did  identify  a  few  general 
transportation  objectives  which  were 
consistent  with  the  development  of 
major  highways  at  the  community's 
edges.   These  include  the  following: 
"Major  traffic  generators  should  be 
serviced  from  the  existing  and  pro- 
posed expressway  system  at  the  peri- 
phery rather  than  by  the  east-west 
street  system  crossing  the  residen- 
tial community." 

"Arterial  streets  should  receive  a 
high  level  of  public  and  private 
improvements . " 1 

In  order  to  facilitate  the  construc- 
tion of  new  facilities:  such  as  the 
Southwest  Expressway,  the  Inner  Belt, 
and  the  South  End  By -pass,  parcels  of 
land  were  designated  for  acquisition 
in  the  Plan. 

The  Inner  Belt's  purpose  was  to  fac- 
ilitate circumferential  traffic  movement 
in  and  around  Boston  and  its  inner 
suburbs.   It  would  have  begun  at  the 
Massachusetts  Avenue  exit  of  the  South- 
east Expressway  and  traveled  west  along 
the  southern  periphery  of  the  renewal 
area  in  Lower  Roxbury,  intersecting  with 
the  proposed  Southwest  Expressway 
near  the  intersection  of  Columbus, 


Tremont  and  Ruggles  Streets.   The 
Inner  Belt  would  have  then  continued 
through  the  Fenway  to  Cambridge  and 
Somerville  where  it  would  have  joined 
1-93.   The  Southwest  Expressway  would 
have  served  as  an  extension  of  1-95  from 
Route  12  8  to  the  south  of  Boston.   It 
would  have  followed  the  Penn  Central 
alignment  to  the  Lower  Roxbury  area  of 
the  South  End. 

The  South  End  Bypass  comprised  the  third 
component  of  this  highway  plan.   It 
would  have  carried  traffic  in  an  elevat- 
ed configuration  over  the  Penn  Central 
right-of-way  from  the  Inner  Belt/South- 
west Expressway  interchange  to  Copley 
Square  near  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike 
Extension . 

The  South  End  portion  of  the  right-of- 
way  for  the  Inner  Belt  and  the  Southwest 
Expressway  were  largely  cleared  during 
the  late  1960 's.   The  properties  along 
Claremont  Street  to  be  acquired  for  the 
South  End  By-Pass  were  designated  in  the 
Urban  Renewal  Plan,  but  not  cleared. 
The  often  unfortunate  experience  of 
residential  displacement  in  the  South- 
west Corridor  and  Inner  Belt  areas 
fueled  wide-spread  community-based 
opposition  to  the  proposed  highways  in 
the  South  End  and  in  other  neighborhoods. 
The  South  End  Committee  on  Transportation 
(SECOT)  was  one  of  the  groups  which 
opposed  the  highways  and  which  favored 
a  redirection  of  highway  monies  to 
transit  improvement  projects. 

In  response  to  the  growing  controversy, 
a  moratorium  on  new  highway  construction 
within  Route  128  was  declared  by  then 
Governor  Sargent  in  1970.   A  large-scale 
transportation  study,  the  Boston  Transpor- 
tation Planning  Review  (BTPR),  was  then 
initiated  to  evaluate  both  highway  and 
transit  alternatives  for  each  of  the 
major  corridors  where  highway  and/or 


Boston  Redevelopment  Authority, 
South  End  Urban  Renewal  Plan, 
Chapter  II,  Section  201. 
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Planned  South  End 
Transportation  Improvements 


PROJECT 


ESTIMATED  DATE 
OF  COMPLETION 


Relocation  of  the  Orange  Line 

Columbus/Tremont  St. 
Reconstruction 

Cross-Town  St. 

Replacement  Transit  Service 
on  Washington  St. 

Herald  St.  Extension 


1985 


1983 
1981 


1985 
proposed  only 


MAP  I 1-6 
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transit  improvements  were  at  issue. 
In  1972,  at  the  end  of  the  study  period, 
the  decision  was  made  to  cancel  the 
construction  of  the  Southwest  Expressway 
and  the  Inner  Belt.   Following  the 
cancellation  of  these  major  highways  the 
plans  for  construction  of  the  South  End 
By-Pass  were  subsequently  dropped  since 
the  facility  was  linked  closely  to  these 
other  projects. 

Another  transportation  project  which  had 
been  included  in  the  original  plan,  the 
widening  of  East  Berkeley  Street,  was 
also  dropped  from  further  consideration. 

The  proposed  widening  would  have  extend- 
ed from  Tremont  Street  to  the  Southeast 
Expressway  off -ramp.   Portions  of  three 
parcels  reviewed  for  reuse  alternatives 
elsewhere  in  this  assessment  had  ori- 
ginally been  designated  for  this  street 
widening.   These  are  the  Victory 
Gardens  parcel  (P6-A),  the  Harry 
the  Greek  Block  {P6-B),  and  the  Berkeley 
Street  portion  of  the  Washington  and 
Laconia  Parcel  (31).   The  Victory 
Gardens  parcel  was  the  only  one  of  these 
which  was  fully  cleared  for  the  widening. 
The  location  of  these  transportaion 
projects  are  shown  on  Map  II-6. 

In  part  as  a  result  of  this  contro- 
versy, the  BRA  redirected  its  South 
End  transportation  policy.   In  1974 
the  Authority  issued  a  policy  paper 
which  listed  six  positions  which 
were  supported  by  SECOT.   The  paper 
recommended:   (1)  roadway  improvements 
without  increasing  vehicular  capacity, 
(2)  roadway  improvements  focusing  on 
the  South  End's  periphery,  (3)  well- 
designated  traffic  routes  which  discour- 
aged through  traffic,  (4)  public 
transportation  continuation  and  improve- 
ments, (5)  improved  pedestrian  environ- 
ment, and  (6)  exclusion  of  spill-over 
parking  from  adjacent  areas.   The  main 
emphasis  of  these  proposals  was  to 
improve  South  End's  transportation 
facilities,  but  at  the  same  time,  to 
minimize  vehicular  traffic  through  the 
community. 


PLANNED  TRANSPORTATION  PROJECTS 

Four  transportation  projects  which  are 
now  planned  emerged  from  the  BRA  and 
BTPR  review  process.   These  are  the 
Relocation  of  the  Orange  Line,  the 
Reconstruction  of  Columbus  Avenue  and 
Tremont  Street,  the  implementation  of 
replacement  transit  service  along 
Washington  Street,  and  the  construction 
of  the  Crosstown  Street  along  the 
southern  boundry  of  the  urban  renewal 
project  area.   Each  of  these  projects  is 
currently  in  the  pipe  line,  with  most 
construction  activities  planned  for  the 
late  1970 's  and  the  1980 's.   The  various 
projects  have  been  designed  to  satisfy 
community  development  goals,  as  well  as 
transporation  goals.   While  urban 
renewal  activities  during  the  past 
fifteen  years  have  played  the  lead  role 
in  influencing  the  characteristics  of 
the  South  End,  during  the  next  fifteen 
years,  planned  transportation  improvements 
will,  more  than  any  other  type  of  public 
investment,  help  shape  the  future  of  the 
area.   In  dollar  terms  these  planned 
improvements  will  exceed  urban  renewal 
in  magnitude.   Nearly  all  of  the  reuse 
parcels  will  in  some  degree  be  affected 
by  these  projects. 

The  Relocation  of  the  Orange  Line 
Of  all  the  planned  transportation 
improvements,  the  relocation  of  the 
Orange  Line  and  the  implementation  of 
Replacement  Transit  Service  along 
Washington  Street  should  have  the 
greatest  impact,  both  on  the  entire 
South  End  and  on  the  major  reuse  parcels 
assessed  here.   The  Orange  Line  rapid 
transit  will  be  relocated  from  its 
elevated  structure  along  Washington 
Street  and  reconstructed  within  the 
Penn-Central  right-of-way,  along  side 
upgraded  commuter  rail  and  AMTRAK 
service.   The  line  will  run  from  the 
northwestern  edge  of  the  South  End 
adjacent  to  the  Massachusetts 
Turnpike  to  a  new  combined  rapid 
transit  and  railroad  station  at 
Back  Bay  Station.   In  order  to  clear 
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the  right-of-way  limited  property 
takings  will  occur  at  St.  Charles 
Street,  Cazenove  Street,  Berkeley 
Street  and  Columbus  Avenue.   The  project 
will  also  impact  BRA  parcel  10  and  the 
Tent  City  site  due  to  the  required 
closure  of  Buckingham  St.  and  the 
relocation  of  access  to  the  National 
Parking  Garage. 

From  Back  Bay  the  line  will  travel 
to  a  new  station  at  Massachusetts 
Avenue  beneath  a  concrete  deck.  To 
accommodate  the  line,  Claremont  and 
Carleton  Streets  will  be  reconstructed 
on  top  of  the  deck.  Opportunities  to 
generate  joint  development  possibilities 
both  within  and  near  the  station  areas 
at  Back  Bay  and  Massachusetts  Ave.  are 
being  explored.   The  decking  and  land- 
scaping of  the  railroad  tracks  and  the 
development  of  new  stations  at  Back  Bay 
and  Massachusetts  Ave.  should  signifi- 
cantly enhance  the  attractiveness  of  the 
Tent  City  Site  and  the  Existing  Buildings 
on  Massachusetts  Avenue  for  both  residen- 
tial and  limited  retail  uses,  generated 
by  increased  pedestrian  traffic.   It 
will  be  important  to- coordinate  future 
retail  development  at  these  two  locations 
with  development  planned  at  the  station 
areas  in  order  to  insure  compatibility. 

One  of  the  renewal  parcels.  The  Existing 
Carter  School  Site  will  be  directly 
affected  by  the  station  construction  at 
Massachusetts  Ave.,  requiring  a  reloca- 
tion of  the  school.   Current  MBTA  plans 
call  for  a  relocation  of  the  school  on 
the  site  and  an  integration  of  the 
remainder  of  the  parcel  into  the  linear 
park  proposed  for  the  corridor. 

The  line  will  travel  in  an  open  depressed 
cut  from  Massachusetts  Ave.  to  a  new 
Ruggles  Street  Station  to  be  built  near 
the  intersection  of  Ruggles  St.  and  the 
railroad  embankment.  Ruggles  Street 
Station  will  be  the  third  largest 
station  on  the  new  Orange  Line,  replacing 
Dudley  Street  Station  as  the  main 
transfer  point  in  Roxbury  between  bus 
lines  and  rapid  transit.   A  5.5  acre 
parcel  near  the  future  station  area. 


known  as  Parcel  18,  is  being  studied  for 
development  of  a  $41.2  million  mixed-use 
development  which  will  include  possible 
retail,  hotel,  office  and  institutional 
(Northeastern  University)  uses.  Such  a 
development  could  pose  serious  competition 
for  the  development  of  commercial  uses 
on  the  New  Carter  School  Site  if  the 
developments  are  not  compatible. 

South  of  Ruggles  Street  the  project 
will  continue  to  Forest  Hills  and 
include  a  landscaped  parkway,  associated 
recreational  uses  and  new  development 
parcels  in  the  unused  land  previously 
cleared  for  the  expressway.   The  land 
within  the  corridor  which  is  available 
for  reuse  is  estimated  at  120  acres. 
The  entire  project  will  generate  an 
estimated  16,000  construction  jobs 
and  2,400  permanent  jobs.   Total 
project  costs  are  estimated  at  $689.1 
million.    Some  construction  activi- 
ties are  currently  underway.   The  total 
project  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in 
either  1983  or  1984. 

Replacement  Transit  Service 
With  the  relocation  of  the  Orange 
Line,  the  Washington  Street  El  will 
be  removed,  and  some  form  of  replace- 
ment service  will  be  implemented 
along  Washington  Street.   An  initial 
study  of  the  replacement  service  as 
produced  in  February,  1978,  narrowed  the 
range  of  alternatives  for  Washington 
Street  to  two  modes:  (1)  exclusive 
right-of-way  bus  (either  diesel  or 
trackless  trolley),  or  (2)  exclusive 
right-of-way  light  rail  vehicle  (LRV) 
similar  to  the  new  Green  Line  vehicles. 


Christopher  Carlaw,  BRA,  "Boston's  SW 
Corridor  Development  Potential;  Analysis 
and  Projection  of  the  Social  and  Economic 
Impact,"  August  1977. 
2 
MBTA  Replacement/Transit  Improvement 

Study  Phase  I  Feasibility  Report.  Feb.  1, 
1978. 
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While  the  second  phase  of  the  study  has 
not  yet  begun,  it  will  be  necessary  to 
schedule  replacement  service  in  order  to 
insure  that  the  adopted  alternative  is 
in  place  and  operational  at  the  date  of 
completion  of  the  relocation  of  the 
Orange  Line. 

The  future  of  Washington  Street  transit 
service  has  critical  importance  to  a 
great  many  of  the  reuse  parcels.   The 
existence  of  the  El  has  long  deterred 
development  along  Washington  Street. 
Many  of  the  alternatives  under  consider- 
ation will  await  removal  of  the  El, 
in  order  to  become  feasible.   The 
following  eight  reuse  parcels  abut 
Washington  Street: 

1.  Harry  the  Greek  (P-6B) 

2.  Washington/Laconia  (31,31B) 

3.  Rollins  St.  Site  (32C) 

4.  Hub  Motors  Site  (PB-12) 

5.  First  National  Site  (P-16) 

6.  Rutland  &  Washington 

Site  (RC-9,30,RD-60) 

7.  MacDonald  Warehouse     (R-11) 

8.  Northhampton  &  Wash- 
ington Site  (R-12A,R-12B,33B) 

In  addition  the  following  four 
Parcels  are  located  within  one 
block  of  Washington  St.  and  will  be 
significantly  affected  by  the 
replacement  service: 

1.  Victory  Gardens  (P6-A) 

2.  Harrison/E.  Dedham  (54,54A) 

3.  Bates  School  (R-10) 

4.  Infill  Housing  (RE-7) 

The  Crosstown  Street 
The  Crosstown  Street,  a  four-lane 
arterial  street,  is  xmder  construction 
along  the  southern  perimeter  of  the 
South  End  Urban  Renewal  Project  Area, 
within  an  alignment  previously  cleared 
for  the  construction  of  the  now  defunct 
Inner  Belt.   The  street  will  run 
from  Columbus  Avenue,  just  north  of 


Ruggles  Street,  to  the  Massachusetts 
Avenue  off-ramp  of  the  Southeast 
Expressway  near  Boston  City  Hospital. 
The  new  street  has  been  designed  to 
achieve  improved  traffic  flow  by  re- 
ducing traffic  on  parallel  streets 
which  are  poorly  configured  for  cross- 
town  trip  piirposes.   This  should 
help  reduce  traffic  volumes  on  Mass. 
Ave.  and  residential  streets  in  both 
Lower  Roxbury  and  the  South  End,  which 
are  now  adversely  impacted  by  vehicular 
traffic.   It  is  expected  that  the 
new  facility  will  carry  30,000  cars 
daily  once  completed. 

Both  as  a  direct  and  as  an  indirect 
result  of  the  project,  land  along  the 
right-of-way  will  become  available  for 
better  uses.   For  example,  a  right-of-way 
to  accommodate  future  crosstown  transit 
has  been  included  in  the  plan.   In 
addition,  the  new  road  will  help  facil- 
itate the  assemblage  of  developnent 
parcels  for  industrial,  commercial  and 
residential  uses. 

Several  land  parcels  have  already 
been  assembled  for  joint  developments. 
Planning  and,  in  some  cases,  construc- 
tion activities  are  already  underway. 
Key  among  these  is  the  Crosstown 
Industrial  Park,  site  of  the  new 
Digital  Equipment  Plant.   The 
40-acre  park,  discussed  in  more 
detail  elsewhere  in  this  assessment, 
is  situated  near  Boston  City 
Hospital  at  the  eastern  end  of  the 
new  arterial.   Other  development 
parcels  have  been  created  within 
the  corridor  including  three 
parcels  designated  for  new  single 
family  residential  development  to 
be  constructed  by  the  Lower  Roxbury 
Community  Corporation.   The  new 


Massachusetts  Department  of  Public 
Works.   Corridor  and  Design  Hearing  for 
the  Proposed  Crosstown  Street  in  Boston 
MA.   January  10,  1978. 
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Community  Corporation.   The  new 
housing  will  parallel  the  Crosstown 
Street  to  its  south  between  Shawmut 
and  Tremont  Streets.   Three  new 
commercial  parcels  have  also  been 
identified  which  are  bordered  by- 
Harrison  and  Shawmut  Avenues  and 
the  southern  edge  of  the  new 
Street.   In  addition,  the  major 
development  parcel  of  the  Southwest 
Corridor  Project,  Parcel  18,  is 
located  at  the  western  end  of  the 
Crosstown  Street. 

Of  the  reuse  parcels  considered  in 
this  assessment,  the  new  Carter 
School  Site  (16)  will  be  the 
principal  beneficiary  of  improved 
access  as  a  result  of  the  Crosstown 
Street. 

The  three  new  commercial  parcels 
along  the  arterial  should  be 
planned  to  achieve  compatibility 
with  possible  new  commercial  uses 
on  both  the  Northampton  and 
Washington  Site  and  on  the  New 
Carter  School  Site. 

Columbus  Avenue  and  Tremont  St. 
Reconstruction 

Soon  to  be  undertaken  will  be  the 
reconstruction  of  Columbus  Avenue 
and  Tremont  Street.   These  nearly 
parallel  streets  cross  the  1-1/3  mile 
length  of  the  South  End  and  are  major 
carriers  of  traffic  into  the  Central 
Business  District.   Each  day,  approxi- 
mately 40,000  vehicles  use  Columbus  and 
Tremont.   These  two  major  arterial s  were 
originally  constructed  in  the  nineteenth 
century  to  facilitate  the  development  of 
luxury  townhouses  in  the  South  End  and 
to  relieve  some  of  the  traffic  burden 
from  the  then  overcrowded  Washington 
Street.   The  two  streets  were  largely 
successful  in  achieving  these  objectives. 
The  townhouses  built  along  Columbus  and 
Tremont  were  among  the  largest  and 
costliest  in  the  South  End.   The  streets 
were  perceived  as  important  gateways  to 
the  city. 
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In  recent  years,  the  two  streets  have 
taken  on  a  very  different  character. 
Property  along  the  two  streets  is 
generally  deteriorated.   Columbus  and 
Tremont  have  experienced  far  less  in 
rehabilitation  activities  than  the  more 
residential  east/west  streets  which 
radiate  from  them.   The  streets  themselves 
exercise  a  blighting  effect  on  their 
adjacent  uses.   Because  of  their  width 
and  the  volume  and  speed  of  vehicular 
traffic  which  travels  on  them,  the  two 
streets  detract  from  the  physical 
environment  of  the  South  End.   They 
impose  a  barrier  effect  which  tends  to 
separate  neighborhoods  from  one  another. 

The  Columbus  and  Tremont  Restruction 
project  is  designed  to  satisfy  two  sets 
of  objectives,  better  traffic  organiza- 
tion and  management  and  enhancement  of 
the  physical  environment.  The  project 
will  try  to  achieve  better  management  of 
traffic  through  signalization  and 
exclusive  turning  lanes,  as  well  as 
clarification  of  the  streets'  function 
(e.g.,  major  or  minor  arterial).   The 
project  is  further  intended  to  improve 
the  pedestrian  environment  through  wider 
sidewalks,  neckdowns,  trees  and  other 
plantings  and  decorative  lighting  and 
street  furniture.   Other  features  of  the 
plan  include  new  street  connections, 
the  development  of  mini-parks  at  key 
intersections,  street  closures,  and 
additional  signalization  at  various 
intersections.   A  spring  1980  construc- 
tion start  is  planned  with  the  entire 
project  requiring  a  four  year  construc- 
tion period.   Much  of  the  delay  and 
phasing  problems  involve  coordinating 
street  construction  with  subsurface 
sewer  and  water  reconstruction  as  part 
of  renewal  close-out  activities. 


The  Columbus/Tremont  Project  will  have  a 
generally  positive  impact  on  reuse  parcel 
which  are  on  or  near  the  two  streets. 
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The  project  should  enhance  the  development 
climate  along  these  arterials.   The 
original  plan  assumed  construction 
of  the  New  Carter  School.   Accordingly, 
special  design  treatment  was  included, 
such  as  wider  sidewalks,  two  pedestrian 
overpasses  across  Tremont  St.,  and  the 
closure  of  Camden  St.,  north  of  Columbus 
Avenue  to  normal  vehicular  traffic. 
Further,  a  pedestrian  mini-park  is  planned 
apposite  the  site  at  Frederick  Douglas 
Square,  made  possible  by  the  closure 
Df  the  northerly  end  of  Cabot  St.  at 
Tremont.   These  improvements  should 
enhance  the  potential  of  the  site  for 
irommercial  or  residential  development. 

Left  hand  storage  lanes  are  planned 
at  the  Massachusetts  Ave. /Columbus 
\ve.    intersection  near  the  Existing 
3uildings  on  Massachusetts  Ave, 
rhis  parcel  will  benefit  from  the 
planned  improvements,  as  will  the 
rent  City  Site  (llA  and  IIB) .   The 
feasibility  of  new  townhouse 
construction  on  the  Worcester  St. 
linfill  Site  (RE-2B)  will  be  enhanced 
Dy  the  project,  as  will  tne  feasibility 
of  new  commercial  uses  on  the 
''ranklin  Institute  Site  (7).   The 
project  is  consistent  with  all  of 
;he  proposed  reuse  alternatives 
jxcept  industrial  on  the  New  Carter 
jchool  Site  and  parking  on  the 
^ranklin  Institute  Site. 

PRIP  MODE  BEHAVIOR 

Phe  South  End  has  one  of  the  lowest 
iutomobile  usage  and  ownership  rates  of 
my  community  within  metropolitan 
Joston.   For  work  trips.  South  Enders 
ire  far  more  apt  to  either  walk  or  use 
)ublic  transit  than  to  use  a  private 
iutomobile.   Several  statistical  indi- 
:ators  support  this  assumption.   For 
!xample,  the  Central  Transportation 
'lanning  Staff's  ( CTPS )  Replacement/ 
'ransit  Improvement  Study-Market 
analysis  indicated  that  in  1975  the 
touth  End  had  a  Iwer  trip  producing 


rate  than  Boston's  other  districts. 
The  South  End  produced  .42  work  trips 
per  person,  compared  to  the  regional 
average  of  .56  trips  per  person. 
CTPS  attributes  the  South  End's  lower 
trip  production  to  its  relatively  high 
volume  of  pedestrian  trips  which  were 
excluded  from  the  study.   The  Consensus 
Survey  findings  support  this  assumption. 
In  the  1978  survey,  only  12.1  percent  of 
the  employed  residents  in  the  South  End 
travelled  to  work  by  car,  while  over 
70  percent  walked.   More  than  two- 
thirds  of  all  employed  residents 
worked  outside  the  South  End.   The 
types  of  transportation  modes  they 
chose  for  traveling  to  work  were  fairly 
evenly  distributed:   34.4  percent 
auto,  38.4  percent  public  transportation, 
and  2  0.4  percent  walking.   As  the 
surveys  show,  vehicular  traffic 
generated  from  within  the  South 
End  is  relatively  low.   By  compar- 
ison, the  South  End  attracts  many 
more  trips  into  the  neighborhood 
than  it  produces.   The  CTPS  analysis 
showed  that  in  terms  of  work  trips 
alone,  the  South  End  attracted  over 
twice  as  many  trips  as  it  produced. 

What  these  data  indicate  are  that 
parking  requirements  for  new  housing   or 
other  neighborhood  oriented  uses  in  the 
South  End,  such  as  retail  establishments, 
can  be  lower  than  in  other  more  automo- 
bile-oriented parts  of  the  city.   These 
findings  also  serve  to  highlight  the 
importance  which  good  transit  access 
will  have  on  development  parcels, 
particularly  retail  uses  near  transit 
stations.   Further  pedestrian  amenities 
and  pedestrian  safety,  such  as  those 
which  are  being  planned  for  the  Columbus 
and  Tremont  Street  reconstruction 


Central  Transportation  Planning 
Staff  Replacement/Transit  Improve 
ment  Study  Market  Analysis. 
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project,  become  particularly  important 
in  view  of  the  reliance  on  this  mode. 
In  addition,  the  high  proportion  of 
South  End  traffic  which  is  generated 
from  outside  the  neighborhood  supports 
the  desirability  of  improving  transit 
access. 


TRAFFIC  OPERATIONS 

Traffic  congestion  during  peak  periods 
has  long  been  a  serious  problem  in  the 
South  End.   Related  to  the  problem  of 
excess  peak  period  volumes  is  the 
problem  of  poor  traffic  management.   The 
situation  results  in  doxible  parking 
along  Tremont  Street,  poor  pedestrian 
safety,  and  the  intrusion  of  through 
traffic  onto  local  streets  during  peak 
periods.   An  analysis  of  actual  traffic 
volumes  as  reported  by  the  City  of 
Boston's  Cordon  counts  which  were  taken 
in  1964,  1972,  and  1974  reveals  several 
significiant  results.   The  analysis 
shows  that  during  the  18  hour  study 
period  traffic  entering  downtown  Boston 
increased  19%  between,  1964-1974,  while 
traffic  entering  the  South  End  from 
the  south  and  west  decreased.   The 
changes  in  volume  were  simlar  for 
outbound  traffic,  showing  increased 
flows  from  Boston  and  decreased  flows 
from  the  South  End  over  time. 

The  Cordon  study  also  focused  on  peak 
period  rush  hour  traffic  compari- 
sons.  The  total  morning  inbound  flow 
for  Boston  increased  9%  between  1964  and 
1974.   The  South  End  experienced  a  35% 
decrease  of  inbound  traffic  over  the  ten 
year  period.  Evening  peak  traffic 
volumes  in  the  South  End,  however,  have 
remained  nearly  constant.   The  declines 
identified  above  can  be  attributed 
to  the  added  capacity  provided  by 
roads  such  as  the  Massachusetts  Turn- 
pike Extension  and  Interstate  93, 
as  well  as,  to  declines  in  traffic 
generators  in  the  Southwest  Corridor 


caused  by  land  clearance  and  popula- 
tion outmigration  during  the  period. 
The  static  nature  of  the  evening  peak 
volumes  can  be  attributed  to  the 
fact  that  street  traffic  capacity 
in  the  South  End  was  reached  many 
years  ago  and  the  major  roadways  have 
been  operating  at  peak  during  evening 
rush  hours  ever  since.   The  data  further 
reveal  that  most  drivers  tend  to  avoid 
South  End  streets  when  alternatives  are 
available.   However  there  are  few 
choices  during  the  evening  peak  period. 

Based  upon  an  analysis  of  existing 
traffic  volumes  and  trip  mode  be- 
havior it  becomes  clear  that  the  South 
End's  traffic  problems  are  generated  for 
the  most  part  externally  and  that 
solutions  to  the  high  volumes  recorded 
at  the  evening  rush  hour  lay  not  in 
street  widening  but  rather  in  both 
discouraging  through  traffic  and  in 
providing  alternative  routings  at 
the  periphery  of  the  district.   The 
Crosstown  Street  should  provide  a 
partial  remedy  as  would  the  development 
of  Massachusetts  Turnpike  frontage 
roads  as  by-pass  routes  for  through 
traffic  between  Back  Bay  and  the  Southeast 
Expressway.   The  need  for  such  a  routing 
will  become  more  critical  when  the 
Copley  Place  development  occurs. 

MASSACHUSETTS  TURNPIKE  FRONTAGE 
ROADS/HERALD  STREET  EXTENSION 

One  of  the  most  promising  solutions 
to  the  problem  of  congestion  on  South 
End  streets  during  peak  periods  is  the 
utilization  of  Turnpike  frontage  roads 
as  bypass  routes.   What  is  proposed  is 
the  completion  of  a  Turnpike  frontage 
road  system  from  Albany  St.  and  the 
Southeast  Expressway  to  Dartmouth  St. 
This  could  involve  a  connection  of 
Broadway  with  Marginal  Road  and  the 
extension  of  Herald  St.  from  Arlington 
St.  to  Dartmouth  St.,  along  with  related 
street  modifications. 
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The  relocation  of  the  Orange  Line 
makes  one  portion  of  this  plan,  the 
extension  of  Herald  St.  to  Clarendon 
St.,  a  more  feasible  prospect.   The 
extension  of  Herald  St.  would  first 
require  the  completion  of  Orange  Line 
Relocation  construction.   The  road 
extension  could  then  be  made  possible 
through  use  of  the  transit  lines  re- 
taining walls  as  supports  for  the 
roadway,  which  could  be  built  as  a  deck 
over  the  rail  and  transit  line.   A 
widening  of  Herald  to  allow  for  con- 
tinuous two-way  traffic   flows  would 
also  be  desirable  to  achieve  this 
goal . 

Currently  the  Herald  St.  Extension 
is  still  in  the  preliminary  plan- 
ning stages  and  requires  a  clear 
commitment  from  the  appropriate 
agencies  for  further  study. 


EXISTING  PUBLIC  TRANSIT 

The  South  End  is  currently  served 
by  a  variety  of  existing  transit,  which 
vary  widely  in  level  and  frequency 
of  service.    Existing  Orange  Line 
El  service  travels  along  Washington 
St.  with  two  station  stops,  Dover 
and  Northampton.   Headways  along  the 
Orange  Line  currenty  vary  between 
an  average  of  5  minutes  during  peak 
periods  and  fifteen  minutes  in  the 
evening.   Much  of  the  South  End  also 
falls  within  the  service  area  of  the 
Green  Line  with  stations  serving  the 
area  at  Copley  Sq.,  Prudential,  and 
Symphony.   In  addition,  the  South 
End  is  serviced  by  less  frequent  cross- 
town  and  downtown  oriented  bus  routes. 
The  two  cross-town  routes  (Route  9  - 
City  Point  to  Copley  and  Route  68  - 
Copley  to  Boston  City  Hospital)  originate 
in  the  Copley  Sq.  area.   The  Harvard- 
Dudley  Bus  (#1)  is  the  most  frequently 
served  bus  route  in  the  MBTA  system  with 
5  minute  headways  at  peak  hours.   Major 


downtown  oriented  routes  which  travel 
through  the  South  End  include  #43 
Egleston  to  downtown  and  #49  Northampton 
to  Kneeland  St.   In  all,  approximately 
10  bus  routes  service  the  project 
area. 

Both  bus  and  transit  modes  have  exper- 
ienced steady  declines  in  ridership 
in  recent  years.   For  example,  on 
the  Orange  Line  two  way  24-hour  passenger 
boardings  declined  at  both  Northampton 
and  Dover  Stations  between  1965  and 
1975.   Northampton  fell  from  4,400 
to  3,600,  and  Dover  dropped  from  4,300 
to  3,000.   This  compares  to  a  decline 
from  47,700  to  29,600  for  the  entire 
line's  southern  branch  (Forest  Hills 
to  Essex)  for  the  same  period.   Indeed 
between  1965-1976  the  Orange  Line's 
patronage  declined  by  33%  compared 
with  a  13%  decline  for  all  MBTA  transit 
lines.   Ridership  losses  have  been 
even  greater  on  Bus  routes.   Between 
1965  and  1974  MBTA  bus  system  rider- 
ship declined  by  approximately  30%. 
About  2/3  of  the  loss  occurred  between 
1969-1974.   While  all  of  the  routes 
within  the  South  End  have  lost  patron- 
age, examples  of  ridership  losses 
between  1965  and  1974  include  45%  for 
the  Roxbury  portion  of  the  Harvard- 
Dudley  Bus  and  35%  for  the  Egleston 
to  Park/Tremont  St. 

Existing  transit  service  will,  of 
course,  undergo  considerable  change 
with  the  relocation  of  the  Orange 
Line  and  the  implementation  of  Wash- 
ington St.  replacement  service.  None- 
theless, what  the  ridership  figures 
indicate  is  that  the  existing  service  in 
the  South  End  is  generally  operating  at 
far  less  than  capacity.   Accordingly,  it 
is  reasonable  to  conclude  that  the 
level  of  new  transit  trips  which 
will  result  from  the  various  reuse 
proposals  being  assessed  can  easily 
be  accommodated  by  the  existing  service. 
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H.   HOUSING 


This  section  provides  an  overview 
of  housing  in  the  South  End, 
including  a  brief  history,  a 
discussion  of  the  housing-related 
objectives  of  the  Urban  Renewal 
Plan  and  an  assessment  of  the 
housing  achievements  of  the  renewal 
program.   A  review  of  the  present 
housing  situation  in  the  South  End 
and  an  analysis  of  housing-related 
questions  in  the  Concensus,  Inc. 
survey  are  also  included.   The 
section  concludes  with  a  summary  of 
several  housing  issues  facing  the 
South  End.   Designed  to  summarize 
important  aspects  of  the  housing 
situation  in  the  South  End,  this 
section  should  provide  some  basic 
information  which  will  be  useful  in 
assessing  the  specific  feasibility 
and  desirability  of  alternative 
uses  on  sites  where  housing  is  a 
proposed  reuse  alternative. 

HOUSING  CONDITIONS  AND  POPULATION 
DENSITY  PRIOR  TO  URBAN  RENEWAL 
By  1960,  the  South  End  was  "one  of 
the  densest  square  miles  of  terri- 
tory in  the  nation"   despite 
out-migration  which  had  reduced  the 
population  density  about  40%  from 
that  in  1950.   The  dwelling  unit 
density  ran  as  high  as  250  \inits 
per  net  acre  in  some  blocks  with  an 
average  of  10  0  housing  units  per  acre. 
At  that  time,  the  maximiam  density 
recommended  by  the  American  Public 
Health  Association  (APHA)  for  four-story 
apartments  was  only  40  units  per  acre. 


Application  for  Temporary  Loan, 
Early  Land  Acquisition.   HUD 
Application  MAS  R-56/E-212 (3 ) (a) , 
"Data  on  Project  Area." 


In  addition  to  the  extreme  density 
of  the  area,  residents  experienced 
other  environmental  deficiencies 
related  to  their  housing.   In  1960, 
the  South  End  was  the  main  rooming 
house  district  of  the  city  and  about 
35%  of  the  residential  structures 
were  rooming  houses  without  house- 
keeping facilities.   The  typical 
rooming  house  might  have  about  ten  units 
with  only  one  bathroom  and  toilet 
and  lacked  two  exits  in  case  of  fire. 
Many  were  not  licensed  and  lacked  even 
the  minimal  facilities  the  State  required. 

Of  the  approximately  20,500  total 
housing  units  in  the  South  End  in 
1960,  55%  (11,150)  did  not  have  private 
bathing  facilities  or  toilets.   Many  of 
the  buildings  had  inadequate  heating  and 
electrical  systems.   Many  lacked  party 
walls  extending  above  the  roof  line  to 
serve  as  exterior  fire  stops.   As  a 
result  fire  hazards  were  great  and  fire 
insurance  was  difficult  or  impossible  to 
obtain. 

Structural  damage  was  common  in  the 
area  due  to  both  the  problems  of 
neglect  and  to  building  settlement. 
Settlement  often  resulted  from  the 
movement  of  wooden  friction  piles 
which  were  used  as  building  founda- 
tions and  stabilizers  in  landfill 
areas.   Given  this  situation,  it  was 
not  surprising  that  the  1962  City 
application  to  HUD  for  early  land 
acquisition  indicated  that  55%  of  the 
housing  units  in  the  13  acre  project 
area  had  some  deficiencies.   This 
amounted  to  3,640  buildings  with 
such  deficiencies. 

The  1965  Urban  Renewal  application 
cited  an  exterior  survey  of  4075 
residential  structures  in  the  South 
End  during  1961-62  (see  Table  II-9) 
which  indicated  that  only  5%  of 

^Ibid. 
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TABLE 
Needing  No 

II 

-9  SURVEY 

OF 

RESIDENTIAL 

STRUCTURES 

No  of 

or  Minor 

Intermediate 

iVlajor 

Substantial 

Units 

Repairs 

Repairs 

Repairs 

Disrepair 

TOTAL 

1 

3  5 

209 

327 

125 

696 

2 

33 

197 

308 

117 

655 

3 

31 

185 

289 

110 

615 

4 

39 

233 

365 

140 

777 

5  + 

20 

124 

192 

73 

409 

Lodging  Houses 

47 

277 

433 

166 

923 

TOTAL 

205 

1225 

1914 

731 

4075 

Source :   Draft 

SEPAC  Housir 

g 

Report,  1975 

73 


these  structures  were  standard  or 
needed  only  minor  repairs.   Of  the 
remainder,  30%  needed  intermediate 
repairs,  47%  needed  major  repairs, 
and  18%  were  in  substantial  dis- 
repair . 

URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN  HOUSING  GOALS, 
ISSUES  AND  ACTIVITIES 

The  original  Urban  Renewal  Plan  outlined 
the  following  goals  and  objectives  which 
relate  to  housing.   The  following 
planning  and  design  objectives  were 
included  in  Section  203  of  the  Plan: 


systematic  enforcement  of 
rehabilitation  standards 

technical  assistance 

rehabilitation  demonstra- 
tions 

acquisition  and  disposition 
of  real  property  for  rehab- 
ilitation in  accordance  with 
the  land  use  requirements 
and  rehabilitation  standards 
set  forth  in  the  Urban  Re- 
newal Plan;  and 


"a.  Improve  the  quality,  condition  and 
maintenance  of  existing  dwelling 
structures  to  a  level  which  achieves 
decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  housing; 

b.  Remove  the  concentrations  of  deterio- 
rated and  deteriorating  buildings 
which  depress  the  physical  condition 
and  character  of  the  area,  impair 
the  flow  of  investment  and  mortgage 
financing,  and  restrict  adequate 
insurance  coverage; 

c.  Protect  and  expand  the  city's  tax 
base  and  arrest  the  trend  of  economic 
decline;  and,  by  stabilizing  property 
values,  protect  private  investment; 

d.  Provide,  in  appropriate  areas,  new 
housing  units  which  provide  the  highest 
level  of  amenity,  convenience, 
usefulness,  and  livability  which  are 
within  the  income  requirements  of 

the  residents  of  the  community." 

The  Plan  approved  in  January  1966, 
outlined  the  following  rehabilitation 
activities: 


Application  for  Temporary  Loan, 
Early  Land  Acquisition.   HUD 
Application  MAS  R-56/E-212 ( 3 ) (a) , 
"Data  on  Project  Area." 
) 
BRA,  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Plan, 

Jan.  1966. 
Ibid. 


•   acquisition,  retention, 

management,  rehabilitation, 
disposition  or  clearance  of 
real  property  which  is  not 
made  to  conform  to  rehab- 
ilitation standards  set 
forth  in  the  Urban  Renewal 
Plan. 

The  final  plan  included  up  to  2500 
new  moderate  income  rental  dwelling 
units  and  500  new  units  of  public 
rental  housing  for  the  elderly.   In 
addition,  the  Plan  stated  that  up  to 
180  dwelling  units  could  be  rehabili- 
tated by  the  Authority  under  rehabili- 
tation demonstration  programs. 

The  divergence  between  the  interests 
of  the  middle-income  homeowners  and 
the  lower  income  renters  was  a  con- 
tinuing problem  during  plan  implemen- 
tation.  As  a  recent  BRA  report  stated, 
the  independently  worthwhile  goals  of 
insuring  housing  availability  to  lower 
income  residents  at  affordable  rent 
levels  and  of  improving  the  neighbor- 
hood's physical  environment  through 
rehabilitation  of  the  existing  housing 
stock  "turned  out  to  be  mutually  anta- 
gonistic sources  of  conflict  that  have 
divided  and  polarized  the  community 
since  the  beginning  of  the  implemen- 
tation process." 


Boston  Redevelopment  Authority, 
Subsidized  Housing  in  the  South 
End,  April  1978. 


74 


Varying  positions  on  these  issues 
were  articulated  by  a  number  of 
groups  including  the  elected  South 
End  Project  Area  Committee  (SEPAC), 
the  Ad  Hoc  Committee  ( for  a  South 
End  for  South  Enders) ,  the  Committee 
for  a  Balanced  South  End,  and  the 
South  End  Citizen's  Association. 
Several  demonstrations  were  held  and 
lawsuits  initiated,  mainly  regarding 
the  need  for  additional  subsidized 
housing  and  the  impact  such  housing 
would  have  on  the  community.   A 
brief  history  of  this  controversy  is 
found  in  the  History  of  the  Renewal 
Period  found  earlier  in  this  report. 
Relocation  within  the  community  was 
an  early  issue.   The  first  demonstra- 
tion charged  that  construction  was 
proceeding  on  new  parcels  without 
adequate  community  relocation 
resources.   The  recent  BRA  report  on 
subsidized  housing  indicates  that 
many  managers  of  subsidized  housing 
developments  in  the  South  End  also 
refused  to  accommodate  displaced 
South  End  families  from  the  BRA's 
caseload.   Statistics  obtained  from 
the  Relocation  Office  of  the  BRA 
indicate  that  as  of  Sept.  1978  50% 
of  the  families  eligible  for  reloc- 
ation, for  which  there  are  complete 
records  { some  moved  away  leaving  no 
address  or  died) ,  were  relocated  within 
the  South  End.  (Table  11-10).   Despite 
these  controversies,  construction 
and  rehabilitation  proceeded. 

ACHIEVEMENT  OF  HOUSING  GOALS 

New  construction __^ 

The  new  construction  and  publicly- 
assisted  rehabilitation  goals  of  the 
Urban  Renewal  Plan  have  largely  been 
achieved.   The  Urban  Renewal  Plan 
for  the  South  End  called  for  the  con- 
struction of  3,300  new  units  of  subsi- 
dized housing  to  be  allocated  as  follows: 
2,500  new  moderate  income  units,  300  new 
public  housing  units,  and  500  new 


elderly  units.   To  date  1,652  new 
subsidized  family  units  have  been  built 
or  are  under  construction,  and  585  are 
in  process  for  a  total  of  2,237  units. 
In  addition  540  units  of  public  housing 
for  the  elderly  are  either  in  process  or 
have  been  completed.   Further,  there 
were  886  units  of  BHA  housing  constructed 
in  the  area  prior  to  1965.    The 
locations  of  the  new  construction 
projects  are  shown  in  Table  11-11. 

While  the  number  of  units  of  new  con- 
struction does  not  equal  the  amount 
stipulated  in  the  origianl  plan,  when 
subsidized  rehabilitated  units  are 
included,  the  total  meets  the  goals  and 
objectives  of  the  Renewal  Plan. 
According  to  BRA  calculations  4,316 
units  of  new  and  rehabilitated  subsidized 
housing  units  have  been  completed  or  are 
in  process  within  the  South  End. 

Rehabilitation 

A  variety  of  subsidized  rehabilitated 
housing  has  also  resulted  from  the 
renewal  program.   A  total  of  1,556 
subsidized  rehab  units  were  added  to  the 
housing  stock  of  the  South  End.   In  addi- 
tion to  the  units  subsidized  for  low  and 
moderate  income  families  through  MHFA  and 
HUD'S  221(d)(3),  221(d)(4),  236,  and 
Section  8  Programs,  many  middle  income 
households  have  been  provided  with  fin- 
ancial assistance  for  rehabilitation 
through  the  312  low  interest  loan  program 
and  other  methods  of  federally  subsidized 
financing  (including  VA  and  FHA  programs). 
The  BRA  estimates  that  close  to  300 
families  have  used  close  to  $9  million 
in  federal  rehabilitation  funds  during 
the  past  ten  years  to  rehabilitate  almost 
800  dwelling  units  in  these  South  End 
rowhouses . 


BRA,  Subsidized  Housing  in  the  South 
End,  April  1978.  p.  22. 

'Ibid,  p.  34. 

^Ibid.  p.  19 
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Original  Base 
(Households  Eligible 
for  Relocation) 


Table  11-10 
SOUTH  END  RELOCATION 
2779 


Base  with  Complete  Records 

Boston  Relocation 

South  End  Relocation 

In  subsidized  housing 


2270 

2000 

1136 

719 


59%  Families 
41%  Single 


50%  of  complete  base 
32%  of  complete  base 


Source:   BRA  Relocation  Department,  Sept.  1978 


Table  II-ll 

REHABILITATION  SUMMARY: 
EXISTING  UNITS 


Total  Workload* 
Inspections  completed 
Standard  Properties 
Rehabilitation  Completed 
Rehabilitation  Committed/ 
Underway 


Dwelling 
Units 

8100 
6189 
1030 
3719 

30  0 


*Total  workload  was  estimated  at 
the  inception  of  the  project  by 
the  BRA. 

Source:   BRA  Rehabilitation 
Progress  Report,  South  End, 
December  31,  1978. 
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Subsidized  Multi-Family  Housing 


HUD  PROGRAMS 


BOSTON  HOUSING  AUTHORITY 


221d3 

1  Camfield  Gardens 

2  Castle  Square 

3  Methunion  Manor 

4  Rutland  Housing  Assoc. 
(Mass.  Housing) 

221BMIR 

5  Roxse 

236 

o  Grant  Manor  Homes 
7  Viviendas  I 
3  Tuckerman 


Family 

9  Camden 

10  Cathedral 

11  Lenox 

Elderly  &  Turnkey 

12  155  Northampton 

13  755  Tremont 

14  ETC 

15  704  Washington 

16  Castle  Square 

MHFA 


17  Concord  Housing 


MAP  II-7 
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Since  the  initiation  of  the  renewal 
project,  the  BRA's  rehabilitation 
staff  has  inspected  (as  of  December  31, 
1978)  a  total  of  6179  dwelling  units 
(Table  11-11) .   Of  these  6189  units 
inspected,  1030  were  standard.   Of 
the  5159  non-standard  dwelling  units 
inspected,  4019  units  (78%)  had  already 
been  or  were  in  the  process  of  being 
rehabilitated. 

A  breakdown  of  the  type  of  rehabili- 
tation financing  (Table  11-12)  shows 
a  substantial  amount  of  private  or 
conventional  rehabilitation.   This 
indicates  bank  and  investor  confidence 
in  the  strength  of  the  South  End.   Of 
the  4019  units  completed  or  in  process, 
20%  were  privately  financed,  and  35% 
were  conventionally  financed  ( including 
VA  loans) . 

While  a  substantial  amount  of  rehabili- 
tation has  been  completed  in  the  South 
End,  costs  were  much  higher  than  antici- 
pated.  Initial  estimates  for  rehabili- 
tation were  in  the  area  of  $3,000  per 
dwelling  unit.   This  was  low  enough  to 
be  within  the  levels  which  many  existing 
tenants  could  afford.   However,  inflation 
occuring  since  this  1960  estimate,  along 
with  unanticipated  special  problems  of 
South  End  rowhouse  rehabilitations, 
resulted  in  average  costs  of  rehabili- 
tation in  1974  of  over  $9,000  per  unit. 
Cost  inflation  was  not  accompanied  by 
commensurate  increases  in  income  so 
that  many  residents  could  no  longer 
afford  the  rehabilitated  units  without 
incurring  a  substantial  rent  burden. 

HOUSING  ISSUES  FOR  CLOSEOUT 

In  addition  to  the  high  costs  of 
rehabilitation,  other  housing  issues 
facing  the  South  End  will  have  an  effect 
on  the  feasibility  of  housing  alterna- 
tives proposed  for  remaining  renewal 
sites.   Support  for  new  subsidized 


housing  remains  polarized.   A  public 
opinion  survey  on  the  South  End,  con- 
ducted by  Concensus,  Inc.,  asked  residents 
about  their  support  for  various  public 
programs.   Rehabilitation  of  existing 
housing  was  considered  very  important, 
with  91%  of  respondents  expressing 
support  (Table  11-16).   By  comparison, 
construction  of  new  housing  and  more 
subsidized  housing  received  somewhat 
lower  levels  of  support.   This  in 
part  reflects  the  polarization  of 
opinion  in  the  neighborhood  on  the 
subsidized  housing  issue. 

Another  problem  confronting  the  South 
End  is  that  many  of  the  subsidized 
projects  constructed  recently  in  the 
South  End  are  in  serious  financial 
trouble.   This  situation  endangers  the 
security   of  the  present  subsidized 
housing  tenants  and  is  so  serious  that 
the  Boston  HUD  Area  Office  set  up  a 
special  Task  Force  which  conducted  a 
study  from  December  1976  to  February 
1977.   This  study  examined  projects 
built  or  rehabilitated  under  Sections 
236  or  221(d)(3)  in  the  South  End, 
Roxbury  and  North  Dorchester.   Of 
the  115  subsidized  projects  in  Boston, 
63%  (73)  have  failed  from  a  financial 
point  of  view.   The  situation  is  worse 
in  the  South  End  where  72%  have  failed. 

The  failure  of  tenant's  incomes  to 
increase  over  time  in  proportion 
with  spiraling  operating  costs  was 
identified  as  the  primary  problem, 
as  illustrated  graphically  in  Table 
11-15  which  follows.   The  major  factor 
in  rising  costs  has  been  energy  costs, 
although  taxes,  maintenance,  insurance, 
security  and  administration  have  also 


Security  meaning  the  ability  of 
present  tenants  to  remain  at  present  or 
near-present  rents.   If  the  building 
were  sold  because  of  mortgage  default  by 
the  owner,  this  security  might  well  be 
threatened  through  eviction  or  substantia 
rent  increases. 


Table  11-12 


FINANCING  OF  REHABILITATION  COMMITTED,  UNDERWAY  OR  COMPLETED 


AS  OF  DECEMBER  31, 

1978 

Dwelling 

Units 

Rehabilitation  Cost 

FHA  220  Loans 

# 
64 

% 
2 

$    360,710 

FHA  221  Loans 

304 

8 

3,474,539 

Conventional 

1186 

35 

10,521,227 

( including  V 

A. 

loans) 

Section  236 

729 

18 

9,990,408 

Section  115  Grant 

147 

4 

327,236 

Section  312  Loan 

742 

18 

8,743,550 

115/312  Combo 

32 

1 

236,209 

Private  Funds 

815 

20 

5,623,497 

TOTAL 

4019 

101^ 

39,277,476 

Totals  over  100%  due  to  rounding. 

Source:  BRA  Rehabilitation  Activity  Report 
dated  December,  1978  for  the  South 
End  Urban  Renewal  Project. 
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contributed.   Other  less  irnportant 
factors  included:   difficulties  with  the 
Boston  Rent  Control  Administration, 
inexperienced  management  or  sponsorship, 
inability  to  market  commercial  space, 
housing  code  violations,  costly  and 
lengthy  eviction  procedures,  and  rent 
strikes,  as  well  as  unresponsive 
owners . 

The  imbalance  between  costs  and  income 
may  have  several  financial  consequences 
for  both  the  tenants  and  the  federal 
government-   Immediate  impacts  may 
include  deferred  maintenance  and/or  rent 
increases.   A  longer  term  and  more 
severe  effect  may  be  eviction  of  the 
tenants  due  to  assignment  or  foreclosure 
of  the  mortgage  with  a  subsequent 
resale. 

The  fiscal  effect  on  the  Federal 
Government  is  also  significant  since 
according  to  the  Task  Force  report, 
the  resale  of  the  first  11  foreclosed 
projects  brought  an  astoundingly  low 
return  of  7.2  cents  on  the  original 
dollar  invested  in  the  building. 

Since  these  mortgages  are  Federally 
insured,  HUD  must  absorb  this  loss. 
The  report  also  noted  such  low  sales 
might  have  a  depressing  effect  on 
the  surrounding  real  estate  values. 

The  short-terra  solution  to  this 
problem  has  been  to  further  siabsi- 
dize  the  developments.   Review  of  a 
sample  of  projects  indicated  that 
the  current  HUD  subsidy  was  approxi- 
mately $2,250  per  unit/per  year. 
Based  on  recent  experience,  HUD 
assumed  that  100%  rental  assistance 
in  the  form  of  Section  8  funds  would 
be  required  in  addition  to  existing 
subsidies  to  keep  the  projects 
financially  solvent.   The  report 
concludes  use  of  100%  assistance 
would  bring  average  subsidies  to 
about  $5,600  per  unit/per  year  over 
the  life  of  the  mortgage. 


Another  housing  issue  affecting  housing 
reuse  on  close-out  sites  in  the  South 
End  is  the  large  proportion  of  subsidized 
housing  program  funds  which  the  South 
End  has  already  received  relative  to 
other  areas  in  Boston.   As  shown  in 
Table  11-13,  the  South  End  has  received 
31%  more  assisted  units  than  the  city  as 
a  whole,  and  17%  more  than  the  neighbor- 
hood with  the  next  highest  percentage, 
Washington  Park/Model  City.   Thus, 
other  areas  of  Boston  have  not  received 
equitable  amounts  of  assistance  compared 
with  the  South  End  (Table  11-14). 

As  a  result  of  these  and  related 
considerations,  the  BRA  policy,  as 
outlined  in  the  April  1978  report 
Subsidized  Housing  in  the  South  End, 
states  priority  for  additional  subsidized 
housing  units  will  go  to  other,  less 
well-served  neighborhoods.   At  the  close 
of  the  report  the  following  four  policy 
recommendations  are  included. 

1.  Direct  Housing  Allowances,  which 
would  subsidize  the  housing  consumer 
directly  are  preferred  to  subsidizing 
the  producer. 

2.  Future  Development  Must  Guarantee 

a  Long-Term  Income  Mix.   Because  mixed 
income  developments  are  more  financially 
and  socially  viable  than  low  income 
developments.   It  was  recommended 
as  a  general  guideline  that  future 
developments  have  a  maximum  of  25% 
of  their  units  as  subsidized  units  for 
low  and  moderate  income  families. 

3.  Innovative  Programs  for  Moderate 
Income  Homeownership.   It  is  recom- 
mended by  the  BRA  that  every  effort 
be  made  to  make  housing  ownership 
available  to  moderate  income  South  End 
families  who  wish  to  remain  in  their 
neighborhood  but  cannot  afford  to 
purchase  housing  in  the  open  market. 
The  Frankie  O'Day  Block  on  Columbus 
Avenue  represents  such  an  approach. 


BRA  Subsidized  Housing  in  the  South 
End,  April  1978,  p.  43. 
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Table  11-13 

ASSISTED 

UNITS  IN  BOSTON'S  PLANNING  DISTRICTS 

Number  of 

Total  Housing 

Assisted  Units 

Units,  1970 

Percentage 

1. 

East  Boston 

2,000 

13,70  9 

15% 

2. 

Charlestown 

1,711 

5,119 

33 

3. 

South  Boston 

3,246 

14,259 

23 

4. 

Central 

919 

9,664 

10 

5. 

Back  Bay/ 

Beacon  Hill 

270 

15,622 

2 

6. 

South  End 

4,909 

10,719 

46 

7. 

Fenway/Kenmore 

1,420 

13,243 

11 

8. 

Allston/ Brighton 

2,943 

25,324 

12 

9. 

Jamaica  Plain/ 

Parker  Hill 

3,318 

17,093 

19 

10. 

Washington  Park/ 

Model  City 

7,216 

24,093 

29 

11. 

Dorchester 

3,639 

48,677 

7 

12. 

Roslindale 

995 

12,253 

8 

13. 

West  Roxbury 

612 

11,026 

6 

14. 

Hyde  Park 

1,363 

10,735 

13 

15. 

Mattapan/Fr ankl in 
TOTAL 

(1,743) 
21,900 

d  Housing  in  the 

Soul 

241,200 

^h  End, 

15% 

Source:  BRA,  Subsidize 

April  1978,  p. 

35 

and  the  1970 

U.S 

.  Census. 

Table  II 

-14 

CLOSE  OUT  SITES  WHICH  INCLUDE  A 

HOUSING  ALTERNATIVE 

Rehabilitation 

New  Construction 

Mass.  Ave. 

Infill  Housing- 

Worcester  Street 

Tent  City 

Tent  City 

BRA  Site  Office 

Victory  Gardens 

Harry  The  Greek 

Hub  Motors 

Bates  School 

First  National 

MacDonald 

Harrison/E.  Dedham 

Warehouse 

Bates  School 

Rutland  and 

Washington 

Infill  Housing-- 

W.  Springfield/ 

Shawmut//Worcester 

Northhampton  and 

, 

Washington 

Note:  Later  sections  of  the  report 

contain  the 

individual  feasibility 

,                   assessments 

for  each  of  the  sites. 

4.  Safeguarding  the  Interests  of 
Residents  in  HUD-insured,  HUD-held  and 
HUD-owned  Developments.   In  view  of 
the  serious  financial  difficulties 
facing  many  of  the  HUD-subsidized 
developments  in  the  South  End,  the 
City  is  committed  to  working  with  HUD 
to  safeguard  the  interests  of  tenants 
in  such  developments  while  at  the  same 
time  making  its  approval  of  the  usage 
of  Section  8  funds  upon  the  managerial 
capability  of  the  owners  or  prospective 
owners. 

In  addition  to  the  potential  housing 
parcels  which  are  considered  as  part 
of  the  urban  renewal  close-out  assessment, 
other  major  housing  developments  either 
in,  or  adjacent  to  the  South  End,  are 
proposed,  planned  or  under  construction. 
These  include  Viviendas  II,  the  final 
phase  of  ETC/IBA's  Villa  Victoria 
development.   Some  207  subsidized  units 
will  be  constructed  in  both  townhouses 
and  a  six  story  mid-rise  building.   The 
housing  will  be  similar  in  design  and 
scale  to  the  first  phase  of  the  develop- 
ment.  Approximately  150  units  of 
housing  is  also  proposed  for  new  Copley 
Place  development  which  is  planned  for 
construction  on  Massachusetts  Turnpike 
property  between  the  South  End  and 
Copley  Square.   It  is  currently  thought 
that  25%  of  the  units  will  be  subsidized 
throughout  Section  8.   Another  major 
housing  development  adjacent  to  the 
South  End  has  just  been  finished.   The 
twin  towers  of  the  Symphony  Towers 
Elderly  Housing  are  located  on  either 
side  of  Massachusetts  Avenue  at  Hunting- 
ton Avenue,  opposite  Symphony  Hall,  and 
consist  of  404  units  of  new  housing.   In 
the  realm  of  private  Ixixury  developments, 
a  large  300  unit  luxury  apartment 
development  is  planned  on  Huntington 
Avenue  between  W.  Newton  and  Cumberland 
Streets  in  the  St.  Botolph  Neighbor- 
hood adjacent  to  the  South  End. 


Though  the  developer  may  seek  121  a 
designation,  all  of  the  apartment 
units  will  be  market  rate. 

These  additional  subsidized  housing 
units,  along  with  the  25%  subsidy  which 
may  be  considered  for  close-out  sites, 
will  further  assist  in  meeting  lower 
income  housing  needs.   However,  thorough 
appraisals  must  be  made  of  the  close-out 
sites  in  terms  of  feasibility,  given  the 
limited  range  of  current  financing 
options,  and  the  past  failure  of  10  0% 
subsidy  developments. 
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Table    11-15 


Percentage  ' 

PERCENTAGE  INCREASES  IN  OPERATING  COSTS  IN  HUD 

Increase   ' 

PROJECTS  VERSUS  PERCENTAGE  INCREASES  IN  MEDIAN 
INCOME  IN  THE  SOUTH  END  AND  ROXBURY. 

100%   ' 

90%   ' 

80%   • 

70%   ' 

/72% 

60%   • 

J 

50%   ' 

w 

40%   • 

^                                            34.26% 
^                                  ^^34.16% 

30%   • 
20%   • 
10%   ' 

f 

1970    ' 

A/ 

^ 

Source:   HUD 

^ 

1975 

Task 

Force  Report 
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Table  11-16 


SOUTH  END  RESIDENTS'  VALUATION  AND  SUPPORT  OF  PUBLIC  SERVICES  AND  PROGRAMS 

SUPPORT  AND  IMPORTANCE 


City  Programs 


Most        Least       Would    Would  Not 
Important   Important Support Support 


Not 
Sure 


More  police  protection 

Rehabilitation  of 
existing  housing 

Job  development  for 
South  Enders 

New  street  pavement 
and  sidewalks 

Additional  street 
lighting 

More  social  services 

More  subsidized  housing 

Construction  of  new 
housing 

Water  and  sewer 
improvement 


60% 
49% 

45% 

21% 

19% 


5% 
3% 

5% 

13% 

21% 


12% 


17% 


Source:   Concensus  Survey,  July,  1978, 
Questions  22  a,  b,  c. 


87% 
91% 

89% 

83% 

71% 


74% 


7% 
3% 

6% 

10% 

17% 


12% 


6% 

5% 

5% 

7% 

10% 


19% 

19% 

67% 

20% 

12% 

19% 

17% 

65% 

25% 

9% 

13% 

23% 

61% 

28% 

10% 

13% 


Historic  Preservation 

10% 

21% 

74% 

12% 

14% 

Strict  enforcement  of 

10% 

24% 

62% 

19% 

17% 

parking  regulations 

More  public  transport- 

10% 

29% 

51% 

29% 

14% 

ation 
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RESIDENTIAL  MARKET  FACTORS 

The  previous  portion  of  this  section 
concerned  itself  primarily  with  subsidiz- 
ed housing,  an  issue  whose  feasibility 
is  more  dependent  upon  public  policies 
than  real  estate  market  factors.   These 
policies  include  those  of  HUD,  the  BRA 
and  the  Massachusetts  Housing  Finance 
Authority  (MHFA).   This  subsection  will 
analyze  real  estate  market  factors 
associated  with  private  housing  in  the 
South  End.   This  subsection  will  present 
i  general  discussion  of  residential  real 
jstate  market  factors  in  the  South  End. 
[■he  specific  assessment  of  the  market 
feasibility  of  specific  residential 
ievelopment  alternatives  is  presented 
ilsewhere  in  this  assessment. 

ttie  of  the  unique  attributes  of  the 
louth  End  is  the  strength  and  diversity 
if  its  housing  markets.   The  strength  of 
he  private  housing  market  has  been 
ignificant  during  nearly  all  of  the 
rban  renewal  period.   This  has  resulted 
n  direct  conflict  between  private 
evelopment  actions  and  publicly  support- 
d  actions  in  the  assisted  housing 
ector.   It  has  also  resulted  in  politi- 
al  interaction  among  constituencies  of 
he  various  interests  involved. 

rie  purpose  of  the  present  review  of  the 
outh  End  housing  market  is  quite 
arrow.   The  candidate  housing  in- 
istments  must  later  be  rank-ordered 
;cording  to  the  relative  likelihood  of 
leir  being  carried  out  by  the  unassisted 
rivate  sector.   This  limited  objec- 
Lve  is  best  served  by  defining  the 
irious  types  of  investors  in  the 
)uth  End  and  by  identifying  where 
leir  investments  have  been  made  in 
le  past.   These  individual  invest- 
ints  made  at  the  discretion  of  private 
:nturers  represent  the  best  evidence 

to  location  factors  within  the 
uth  End.   In  an  urban  housing  market 
nerally,  location  tends  to  be  a 


dominant  factor  except  in  cases  where  a 
project  may  be  of  sufficient  magnitude 
to  provide  its  own  microenvironment. 
Only  the  Tent  City  parcel  is  of  sufficient 
magnitude  to  be  viewed  in  this  light. 

Property  owners  in  the  South  End, 
other  than  of  subsidized  housing,  may 
be  categorized  as  follows: 

•  Holders;   This  group  owns  unrenovated 
property,  particularly  apartments  and 
rooming  houses.   As  a  class,  they 
tend  to  maximize  cash  flow  by  de- 
ferring maintenance  expenses. 
Speculators  are  included  in  this 
category.  Transactions  by  this  group 
include  purchases  of  houses  in 
locations  which  they  anticipate  will 
increase  in  value  for  development 
after  a  period  of  time  and  sales  of 
houses  for  active  renovation. 
Housing  owned  by  this  group  tends  to 
be  rental  xinits  of  relatively  low 
rent  and  highly  variable  quality. 

•  Renovators ;   This  group  is  the 
active  developer  class.   They  make 
investments  in  properties  and  create 
prime  rental  units.   These  investments 
are  financed  by  banks  and  by  investors 
who  are  not  directly  involved,  but 
participate  in  tax  shelter,  cash 
flow,  and  capital  appreciation.   In 
general,  this  class  of  owner  desires 
to  control  as  many  properties  as 
possible  to  achieve  economies  of 
scale,  and  make  possible  a  pro- 
fessional property  management 
operation.   The  activities  of  this 
group  provid<->  rental  housing  for 

the  upper-middle  income  sector 
of  the  South  End  market.   Rentals  are 
necessarily  high  to  support  the 
cost  of  renovation,  however,  the 
rentals  must  be  realistic  in  the 
competitive  market  in  order  to 
satisfy  investors  and  lenders. 
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•  Owner-occupants  are  an  important 
segment  in  aii  areas  of  the  South 
End,   providing  stability  and  the  best 
kind  of  maintenance  and  property 
management.   In  many  locations  within 
the  South  End,  as  in  many  suburban 
areas ,  owner  occupants  pay  a  premium 
for  their  homes.   Thus  the  sales 
value  of  the  houses  often  exceeds  the 
value  supportable  by  rental  levels  in 
the  market.   Owner-occupants  often 
live  in  buildings  with  rental  units 
and  often  renovate  individual  buildings, 
as  well.   In  some  locations,  the 
prices  for  owner-occupants  have 
approached  the  level  needed  to 
support  new  townhouse  construction. 
One  symptom  of  this  is  the  occasional 
conversion  of  multi-vinit  buildings  to 
single  family  occupancy.   Another 
symptom  is  the  more  expensive  type  of 
historic  preservation-oriented 
restoration,  rather  than  the  more 
typical  modern  "rehab",  characteristic 
of  large  numbers  of  South  End  houses. 

The  consultants  reviewed  sample  trans- 
actions and  listings  in  various  locations 
in  the  South  End  and  interviewed  know- 
ledgeable individuals.   It  was  therefore 
possible  to  identify  those  locations 
where  rehabilitation  for  the  upper- 
middle  income  sector  is  currently  taking 
place  and  those  locations  where  consider- 
able owner-occupant  activity  is  occurring. 

These  data  as  to  location  quality  for 
investment  are  later  applied  directly  to 
the  potential  rehabilitation  and  new 
construction  alternatives  in  the  parcel 
specific  assessment  which  follows. 

Residential  Rehabilitation  Investments 
The  rehabilitation  market  in  the  South 
End  caters  primarily  to  rental  occupancy. 
Condominiums,  however,  have  begun  to 
appear  in  small  numbers.   Prime  locations 
and  wide  buildings  suitable  for  full- 
floor  units  are  the  only  likely  candidates 
at  present.   The  primary  problem  is  that 


they  must  compete  with  the  active 
condominium  markets  of  Back  Bay  and 
Beacon  Hill  and  also  the  large  available 
stock  of  South  End  buildings.   Both  as 
singles  and  with  income  units,  these 
latter  properties  still  compare  more 
favorably  in  many  respects  to  a  rehabili- 
tated unit  in  the  condominium  form  of 
ownership.   Accordingly,  condominium 
conversion  appears  inappropriate  for 
most  of  the  properties  under  review  for 
residential  rehabilitation. 

New  Residential  Construction 
In  contrast  to  residential  rehabili- 
tation projects  which  can  be  feasible 
at  a  wide  range  of  investment  and 
rental  levels,  new  construction  of 
rental  units  presents  a  severe  market 
problem.   The  high  current  cost  of  new 
construction  requires  very  high  rentals 
and  hence  a  Ivixury  occupancy,  even  with 
government  assisted  property  tax  and 
mortgage  terms.   These  rentals  must 
compete  directly  with  lower  rentals 
typical  of  lower-cost  rehabilitation  andi 
of  owner-occupants  who  often  do  not  look 
for  the  highest  rent  levels,  as  would  a 
more  typical  absentee  owner. 

For  a  new  apartment  complex  of  midrise 
configuration,  development  costs  would 
total  a  minimum  of  $50,000  per  unit  for 
a  typical  two-bedroom  unit.   (Lower 
density  garden  apartments  could  possibly 
be  done  as  low  as  $40,000  per  unit.) 
Operating  costs  such  as  utilities, 
maintenance  and  management,  would  total 
at  least  $1,500  per  unit;  property 
taxes,  assuming  5  percent  of  value, 
would  be  $2,500  per  unit.   Assuming 
financing  at  10  percent  for  30  years  and 
a  similar  amortization  of  the  equity 
investment,  debt  service  and  equity 
return  would  be  $5,300  per  year. 
Total  collected  rent  would  therefore 
have  to  be  $9,300  per  year  to  break 
even.   Assuming  a  5  percent  vacancy 


Under  normal  assessment  procedures  the 
city  would  expect  25-30%  of  rental  incom 
in  annual  tax  obligations. 
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rate,  rents  would  have  to  be  $816 
per  month.   This  is  not  remotely 
achievable  in  view  of  the  alterna- 
tives available  to  people  with  suffi- 
cient income  to  pay  such  rent. 

There  are,  of  course,  a  variety  of 
subsidy  mechanisms  available  to  reduce 
these  rent  levels.   These  include 
mortgage  financing  through  HUD  or  MHFA 
and  property  tax  agreements  through 
Section  12 lA.   Assuming  MHFA  financing 
at  8  percent  for  40  years  and  property 
taxes  fixed  at  $1,000  per  unit,  collect- 
ed rent  could  be  reduced  to  $590  per 
month.   A  luxury  market  rate  rental 
project  under  these  government  assisted 
conditions  might  be  feasible. 

New  townhouses  for  sale  and  owner- 
occupied  duplex  and  triplex  buildings 
offer  a  potential  alternative  in  the 
South  End.   For  this  market,  development 
costs  are  likely  to  require  sales  prices 
of  50  to  $60  per  square  foot  of  build- 
ing area  today.   Comparable  sales 
of  existing  renovated  single  and 
owner-occupied  properties  have  been 
attained  in  1978,  which  suggests 
there  is  limited  market  for  this 
kind  of  construction  and  cost  level 
in  the  South  End.   Location  and  a 
full  package  of  conveniences,  es- 
■ipecially  including  off-street  parking 
•and  security  systems,  are  essential 
to  service  this  kind  of  market.   In 
general,  the  larger  projects  will 
offer  better  control  for  a  developer, 
and  will  be  more  likely  to  be  feasible. 
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I.   COMMERCIAL  AND  INDUSTRIAL  DEVELOP- 
MENT IN  THE  SOUTH  END 

This  section  provides  a  brief  over- 
view of  economic  development  issues 
in  the  South  End.   Economic  develop- 
ment has  become  an  area  of  increas- 
ing public  priority  in  the  South  End. 
The  recently  completed  Consensus 
Survey  found  that  49  percent  of 
South  End  residents  identified  the 
creation  of  new  jobs  for  South  End 
residents  as  their  most  important 
public  priority,  while  91  percent 
of  those  interviewed  stated  that 
they  would  support  job  development 
for  South  Enders.   The  responses  to 
these  questions  indicate  that  job 
creation  is  one  of  the  most  popular 
and  least  controversial  issues  in 
the  South  End.   It  is  significant 
that  the  question  was  phrased  rather 
broadly  in  job  creation  rather  than 
in  industrial  development  terms. 
While  industrial  development  is 
important  to  the  South  End,  so 
are  new  jobs  in  commercial  and  in- 
stitutional sectors.   Indeed  many 
of  these  non-manufacturing  sectors 
have  greater  expansion  and  employment 
potential  in  the  South  End  than  does 
manufacturing  employment. 

Looking  at  economic  development  issues 
in  the  South  End  in  broad  terms,  both 
the  commercial  and  industrial  sectors 
will  be  examined.   In  order  to  relate 
these  issues  to  the  urban  renewal 
close-out  and  to  the  alternatives  for 
the  reuse  parcels,  this  exploration 
will  have  a  commercial  and  industrial 
real  estate  development  focus .   This 
section  will  then  present  current 
development  activities  in  and  near  the 
South  End  and  relate  these  to  the 
development  of  strategies  for  the 
successful  packaging  and  marketing 
of  commercial  and  industrial  reuse 
parcels.   A  number  of  agencies  and 
private  entities  are  pursuing  eco- 
nomic development  activities  both  in 
and  near  the  South  End.   These  include 


the  Crosstown  Industrial  Park  project, 
being  jointly  undertaken  by  Boston' s 
Economic  Development  and  Industrial 
Commission  (EDIC)  and  the  Boston 
Community  Development  Corporation 
(CDC),  along  with  Southwest  Corridor 
development  activities  being  undertaken 
by  both  the  MBTA  and  private  non-profit 
entities  such  as  the  Southwest  Corridor 
Land  Development  Coalition.    Major 
private  development  activities  near 
the  South  End  include  the  Copley 
Place  Development  being  undertaken 
by  the  Urban  Investment  and  Develop- 
ment Corp.   It  will  be  important  to 
coordinate  development  activities 
on  commercial  and  industrial  reuse 
parcels  with  these  other  activities 
in  order  to  insure  compatible 
development . 

INDUSTRIAL  DEVELOPMENT  IN  THE  SOUTH  END 

Profile 

Industrial  and  institutional  uses 
in  the  South  End  are  concentrated 
in  the  eastern  end  of  the  district 
between  Washington  Street  and  the 
Southeast  Expressway,  and  north  of 
East  Newton  Street  to  the  Massachusetts 
Turnpike.   This  district  has  a  diverse 
mix  of  buildings  and  firms.   Much  of 
the  district  consists  of  older  under- 
utilized multi-story  space.   These  existing 
properties  typically  are  congested  and 
inefficient,  lacking  adequate  service  and 
parking  space,  and  lacking  the  flexibility 
for  modern  and  efficient  flow  of  production 
Rents  are  low,  making  major  improvements 
by  owners  economically  infeasible.   Some 
newer  space  is  located  in  the  South 
End  such  as  the  Boston  Flower  Exchange, 
a  wholesale  distributor  which  built  a 
new  facility  on  Albany  Street  in  1971,  and 
New  England  Nuclear,  a  pharmaceutical  firm 
which  occupies  both  older  renovated  and  new 
space  off  Albany  Street.   Major  institu- 
tional employers  located  within  the 
district  are  the  Boston  University 


Medical  Center  and  Boston  City  Hos- 
pital, both  of  which  are  located 
in  a  large  complex  of  buildings 
near  the  intersection  of  Harrison 
Avenue  and  Massachusetts  Avenue.   In 
1976,  Boston  City  Hospital  invested 
$48  million  in  physical  improve- 
ments . 

The  industrial  district  in  the  South 
End  is  a  part  of  a  larger  industrial 
area  which  extends  south  into  Roxbury. 
According  to  the  March  1977  Economic 
Development  Plan  of  Boston's  Economic 
Development  and  Industrial  Corporation 
(EDIC),  the  Roxbury-South  End  indus- 
trial areas  of  Boston  contained  60 
nanufacturing  firms  with  20  or  more 
employees  in  1973.   These  firms  employ 
LI, 700  persons.   The  major  industries 
represented  were  printing,  furniture 
md  fixtures,  machinery,  apparel 
and  paper  according  to  a  1974  BRA 
survey.  The  mix  was  generally  similar 
-,o   that  of  the  city  as  a  whole. 
Access  for  truck  distribution  is 
;'itally  important  for  these  industries. 

tojor  South  End/Roxbury  manufact- 
urers listed  in  the  EDIC  plan  are 
is  follows: 


Number 

Company 
New  England  Nuclear 

Employees 
350 

Relief  Printing 
Hub  Mail 

185 
225 

Mr.  Boston  Distillers 

550 

New  England  Provision  Co. 
Massachusetts  Wholesale 

650 

Food  Terminals 

550 

Stride  Rite  Shoe  Co. 

850 

iistorical  Trends 

"he  South  End,  like  many  older  xirban 

ireas,  experienced  the  loss  of  manu- 

acturing  firms  during  the  1950 's 

nd  1960 's.   Factors  which  contributed 

o  this  exodus  included  the  lack 

'f  horizontal  space  for  efficient 

reduction  operations  within  the 


city  and  the  availability  of  large 
tracts  of  low  cost  land  in  suburban 
and  rural  locations  with  good  highway 
access  for  the  movement  of  materials 
and  products.   Lower  taxes,  labor  and 
overhead  costs  in  the  suburban  areas 
also  contributed   to  the  loss  of  firms 
in  Boston. 

The  economy  of  the  South  End  must  be 
viewed  within  the  context  of  the 
entire  Boston  economy  of  which  it  is 
but  one  part.   Many  of  the  problems 
which  have  been  experienced  by  the 
industrial  sector  in  the  South  End 
are  common  not  only  to  Boston  but  to 
many  other  old  urban  centers  in  New 
England  and  the  Northeast.   The  past 
25  years  have  seen  a  marked  shift 
from  manufacturing  to  service  sector 
employment.   Boston  has  experienced 
a  62  percent  decline  in  manufacturing 
employment  and  an  80  percent  increase 
in  service  sector  employment  during 
this  period.  This  change  has  resulted 
in  a  significant  structural  shift  in 
the  city's  economy.   Boston's  ability 
to  offset  losses  in  manufacturing  with 
service  sector  expansion  can  be 
attributed  to  several  factors  including 
its  position  as  the  economic  center  of 
New  England  and  its  national  prominence 
in  areas  such  as  finance,  insurance, 
medicine  and  education.   This  shift 
has  resulted  in  some  dislocation 
within  the  economy.   Workers  in  areas 
such  as  manufactiiring,  transportation 
and  the  trades  have  been  displaced 
and  jobs  requiring  less  specialized 
skills  are  disappearing.   Overall,  the 
number  of  jobs  within  the  city  has 
remained  rather  static  since  1950,  as 
the  table  below  indicates: 


Total  Employment  in 

the 

City  of 

Boston  1950- 

-1977 

Number 

%  Change 

1950 

522,000 

1960 

504,000 

-3.5 

1970 

530,300 

+5.2 

1977  (est) 

516,661 

-2.5 
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Despite  these  losses  in  manufacturing 
employment  there  are  indications 
that  the  decline  in  manufacturing 
employment  may  be  over.   In  1976  the 
city  gained  2,900  manufacturing  jobs; 
it  gained  1,300  more  in  1977.    This 
marked  the  first  time  since  1951  that 
the  city  experienced  two  consecutive 
years  of  manufacturing  job  growth. 
Leading  the  list  in  employment  growth 
was  food  products;  it  was  followed  by 
non-electrical  machinery,  apparel, 
fabricated  metals  and  instrument 
products.   Some  of  this  growth 
has  been  credited  to  the  activities 
of  the  city's  EDIC  in  assisting 
firms  in  the  transportation  equipment 
and  metals  industries  to  locate  at 
the  Marine  Industrial  Park  in  South 
Boston. 

EDIC  and  the  Crosstown  Industrial 
Park 

EDIC  was  created  in  1971  through  an 
act  of  the  Legislature  "to  remedy 
conditions  of  industrial  decline 
in  parts  of  Boston  which  cannot  be 
dealt  with  by  iinassisted  private 
enterprise."    The  EDIC  was  given 
the  power  of  eminent  domain  and  the 
power  to  borrow  through  tax-exempt 
revenue  bonds.   EDIC  has  two  major 
purposes: 

1.  to  conserve  and  expand  exist- 
ing commerce  and  industry; 
and 

2.  to  create  and  attract  new 
industrial  and  commercial 
activity. 

Its  activities  to  date  have  focused 
primarily  on  the  second  purpose. 

It  has  sought  to  market  sites  to 
outside  firms.   The  sites  chosen 


Dennis  M.  Ettlin,  BRA  Research 
Dept.,  "New  Vitality  in  the  City  of 
Boston,"  as  published  in  the  Federal 
Reserve  Bank  of  Boston's  New  England 
Economic  Indicators,  July,  1978. 
2 
MGL  Acts  of  1971  Chapter  1094. 


have  been  drawn  from  two  sources. 
First,  40  acres  of  underutilized  and 
cleared  land,  formerly  programmed  for 
the  cancelled  Inner  Belt  Highway  (Map 
II-8)  have  been  assembled  to  form  the 
Crosstown  Industrial  Park  in  the  South 
End. 

Secondly,  surplus  U.S.  Navy  land 
in  South  Boston  is  being  marketed 
as  the  Boston  Marine  Industrial 
Park. 

Target  industries  were  identified 
for  the  marketing  activities  as 
follows: 


Rank 

SIC 

Industry 

Best 

38 

Precision  Inst. 

Best 

34 

Fabricated  Mets . 

Best 

28 

Chemicals 

Intermediate 

27 

Printing 

Intermediate 

35 

Machinery 

Intermediate 

36 

Electrical  Mach. 

Moderate 

23 

Apparel 

Moderate 

26 

Paper 

Moderate 

20 

Food 

Some  of  these  categories  represent 
a  form  of  wishful  thinking.   The 
industrial  marketing  programs  in 
nearly  all  of  the  50  states  are 
seeking  to  attract  many  of  these  same 
industrial  categories.   Others  on 
the  list  seem  to  be  sectors  already 
prospering  in  the  Roxbury-South 
End  industrial  areas,  and  therefore, 
represent  realistic  potential  for 
investment. 

EDIC  has  been  successful  in  attract- 
ing a  first  tenant.  Digital  Equip- 
ment, to  a  5.5  acre  parcel  at  the 
Crosstown  Industrial  Park.   Digital 
will  initially  employ  300  persons 
in  a  new  58,000  square  foot  plant, 
with  future  expansion  planned. 
Digital's  investment  is  also  aided 
by  tax-exempt  revenue  bond  financing 
secured  by  its  lease  payments  to 
EDIC  which  will  hold  title  to  the 
property.   An  Economic  Development 
Administration  (EDA)  grant  for  $2 
million  was  obtained;  a  portion  of 
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it  will  be  used  for  site  improvements 
prior  to  construction  of  the  plant. 
The  $1.5  million  balance  of  the 
grant  will  be  used  for  rehabilitation 
of  a  nearby  older  40,000  square 
feet  industrial  property  for  use  as 
incubator  space.   New  manufacturing 
and  office  space  are  planned  for  the 
remaining  9  acre  and  20  acre  parcels 
in  the  park.  With  the  foregoing  as 
context,  it  is  difficult  to  expect 
unaided  private  industrial  expansion 
to  occur  on  reuse  parcels  in  the  South 
End.  Industrial  reuse  parcels  should 
rather  be  viewed  as  potential  candidates 
for  the  use  of  such  development  tools 
as  BRA  land  assembly  and  write-down, 
low  cost  financing  through  agencies 
such  as  the  Massachusetts  Industrial 
Finance  Agency  (MIFA)  and  possibly 
12 lA  tax  advantages.   Cooperative 
efforts  in  planning,  marketing  and 
financing  development  should  be 
encouraged. 


COMMERCIAL  DEVELOPMENT  IN  THE  SOUTH 
END 

The  South  End  retail  market  consists 

of  two  components.   One  of  these,  the 

primary  existing  retail  base, 

is  neighborhood  oriented.   The  other 

draws  from  the  larger  community  and/or 

region. 

Shortages  of  neighborhood-oriented 
retail  activity  is  an  often-cited 
problem  in  the  South  End.   The  recent 
Consensus  Survey  found  that  most  South 
End  residents  are  less  than  satisfied 
with  their  neighborhood  shopping 
facilities,  with  48  percent  rating 
them  as  below  average,  39  percent 
rating  them  as  average  at  best, 
and  only  12  percent  registering 
satisfaction  with  the  quality  of 
local  shopping.    Survey  respon- 
dents report  that  they  patronize  the 


Consensus  Inc.  Report  Summary,  A 
1978  Environmental  Review  of  the 
South  End. 


following  types  of  stores  in  the 
neighborhood:   groceries,  drug 
stores,  laundries/ dry  cleaners, 
hardware  stores  and  liquor  stores. 
On  the  other  hand,  few  purchases 
of  clothing,  gifts,  antiques  or 
plants/flowers  or  patronage  of 
neighborhood  restaurants  and  beauty 
shops  were  reported.   Participants 
in  the  survey  criticized  South  End 
retail  outlets  as  often  having  prices 
that  were  too  high,  limited  merchan- 
dise selection,  poor  quality  goods 
and  unclean  or  shabby  physical 
appearance.   While  this  might  imply 
that  a  large  market  exists  for  new 
retail  establishments  in  the  South 
End,  two  important  caveats  must  be 
noted.   First,  the  South  End  is  only 
growing  slightly  in  pDpulation.   Hence 
despite  reported  changes  in  personal 
income,  the  aggregate  buying  power 
of  the  South  End  is  relatively  stable, 
when  measured  in  constant  dollars. 
Second,  everyone  living  today  in  the 
South  End  is  presently  making  all 
of  their  essential  purchases  some- 
where.  Hence,  the  relative  convenience 
of  new  neighborhood-based  retail  must  be 
sufficiently  great  as  to  attract 
sales  dollars  away  from  existing 
competition. 

It  is  clear  that  the  combined  total 
of  the  retail  investments  under 
review  in  this  assessment  would 
exceed  the  demand  of  the  neighborhood 
market.  A  total  of  13  separate  parcels 
are  being  considered.   These  comprise 
a  retail  gross  leasable  area  of  as 
much  as  297,000  square  feet  (SF). 
This  amount  of  space,  if  it  is  to  be 
normally  successful,  must  attain 
annual  sales  at  an  average  of  $120  per 
square  foot  gross  leasable  area 
(SFGLA)  or  $36  million  in  retail 
sales.   This  estimate  is  based  on 
median  sales  per  SFGLA  of  $121.73 
reported  by  26  neighborhood  centers  in 
the  northeast  region  in  the  1978  Urban 
Land  Institute  Dollars  and  Cents  of 
Shopping  Centers . 
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Total  population  in  the  South  End 
was  estimated  by  the  city  as  24,688 
in  1977;  Boston  as  a  whole  was  esti- 
mated at  637,986.   According  to  ^4arketing 
Economics  Institute,  spending  in  1977 
for  convenience  goods  in  Boston  was  as 
follows : 


1977 

%  of 

$000 

Total 

Food  Stores 

$397.7 

49.2% 

Eating  & 

Drinking 

249.4 

43.2% 

Drug  &  Pro- 

prietary 

61.5 

7.6% 

Total  Conven- 

ience 

$808.6 

100.0% 

This  total  of  convenience  sales  would 
translate  into  $1267  per  capita. 
Convenience  sales  in  the  South  End  would 
therefore  amount  to  $31.3  million  in 
1977.   This  estimate  may  be  somewhat 
high  because  incomes  in  the  South  End 
are  relatively  low.   According  to  a  city 
estimate,  the  1977  median  family  income 
level  in  the  South  End  was  $7,000  or  69 
percent  of  the  city-wide  median.   Using 
city-wide  income  figiires,  the  sales 
total  of  $31.3  million  would  translate 
into  260,000  square  feet  of  retail  space 
supportable  by  South  End  residents  for 
the  convenience  goods  neighborhood 
market. 

As  noted  previously,  each  new  con- 
venience retail  investment  will  have  to 
wrest  its  share  of  sales  away  from 
existing  competition.   Doing  so  requires 
two  assets — convenience  of  location  and 
a  good  mix  of  retail  stores.   New 
competitive  retail  activity  in  the  South 
End  may  adversely  affect  existing  small 
and  inefficient  establishments.   Con- 
venience may  be  achieved  by  encouraging 
scattered  free-standing  stores.   The  mix 
may  require  larger  development.   Larger 
size  also  permits  greater  security  and 
professionalism  in  management  of  the 
property  and  its  tenants. 


The  most  common  type  of  store  in 
neighborhood  centers  is,  of  course, 
the  grocery  store.   In  the  ULI  study, 
the  median  size  of  supermarket  was 
reported  at  22,648  SFGLA.   In  the 
Northeast  regional  sample,  median 
sales  in  supermarkets  were  $170.82 
per  SFGLA.   Assuming  the  Boston  mix, 
with  food  at  49.2  percent  of  conven- 
ience sales.  South  End  residents  would 
support  $15.4  million  in  food  sales 
or  89,860  SF  of  stores.   In  short, 
four  normal  full-sized  supermarkets 
would  be  adequate  to  service  the 
South  End,  assuming  no  overlap  of 
drawing  areas  outside  the  South  End. 

Full-sized  food  stores  now  serving 
the  South  End  are  mostly  outside  the 
neighborhood  and  include  the 
following: 

1.  The  ASP  at  Tremont  Street  near 
the  Turnpike  serves  the  northern  South 
End,  Bay  Village,  South  Cove,  and 
Chinatown. 

2.  The  Star  at  the  Prudential  Cen- 
ter serves  Back  Bay  and  the  South  End. 

3.  The  Stop  and  Shop  at  Westland 
Ave.  near  Mass.  Ave.  and  the  Fenway 
serves  the  Fenway  and  South  End  areas. 

4.  The  Star  on  Boylston  Street  in 
the  Fenway  serves  Fenway  and  South 
End  residents.  It  has  substantial 
free  parking  available. 

The  Finast  or  First  National  chain 
has  recently  closed  its  South  End 
store  on  Washington  Street.   This  site 
is  considered  for  possible  reuse  in 
this  assessment.   The  small  store 
serviced  primarily  walk-in  traffic  in 
the  immediate  area.   The  Finast  has 
recently  been  replaced  by  the  ABC 
Market  which  specializes  in  Latin 
American  food  items. 

Fully  a  dozen  or  more  small  food 
stores  are  scattered  throughout  South 
End  neighborhoods.   Among  the  more 
successful  are  the  24-hour  chain 


Pro-rated  on  a  population  share  basis. 
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variety.   There  are  ethnic  food 
markets,  meat,  fish  and  baked  goods 
stores,  and  markets  serving  Ellis, 
Union  Park,  the  hospital,  and  other 
neighborhoods . 

Given  the  above  data  on  the  existing 
retail  base,  it  seems  likely  that  a 
new  major  food  store  could  succeed  in 
the  South  End.   It  also  is  likely  that 
given  the  traffic  generating  capability 
of  a  new  food  store,  other  convenience 
stores — laundry,  drug  store,  hardware, 
liquor,  etc. — could  be  combined 
into  a  significant  neighborhood 
retail  center.   Such  a  center  would 
total  at  least  30,000  square  feet  of 
leasable  space. 

The  second  component  of  the  South 
End  retail  market  is  not  neighborhood- 
based.   This  is  the  community  and 
regional  retail  market.   This  market 
must  draw  support  from  a  broader 
market  area  than  the  South  End. 
The  typical  ULI  Community  Center  has 
at  least  70,000  SFGLA.   Regional 
centers  are,  of  covirse,  much  larger. 
The  possibility  of  developing  larger 
scale  retail  in  the, South  End  is 
directly  related  to  access,  parking, 
and  the  nearby  major  competition. 

Two  sizeable  commercial  developments 
which  are  currently  in  the  planning 
stages  and  which  will  have  an  affect 
on  commercial  alternatives  are  briefly 
summarized  below: 

Copley  Place  is  a  major  mixed  use 
development  which  is  being  planned 
for  a  10  acre  site  at  the  Copley 
Square  interchange  of  the  Massachusetts 
Turnpike.   The  project  will  utilize 
air  rights  over  the  Turnpike  which 
will  require  Turnpike  ramp  changes 
by  the  state.   The  project  abuts  the 
Tent  City  Site  and  W.  Canton  and 
Yarmouth  Streets  in  the  South  End, 
(Map  II-8) . 

The  key  elements  in  the  originally 
proposed  plan  are  as  follows : 


A  three- level  shopping  mall  in 
the  center  of  the  property 
with  a  skylight  dome  and  glass 
elevators  to  be  built  from 
Dartmouth  St.  to  Harcourt  St. 
and  Huntington  Avenue . 

Retail  space  in  the  develop- 
ment which  will  consist  of  two 
major  department  stores  totaling 
225,000  square  feet,  with  smaller 
retail  establishments  in  the  mall 
totaling  an  additional  225,000 
square  feet. 

An  8 50 -room  luxury  hotel  to  be 
jointly  developed  by  Western  Inter- 
national and  UDIC.   The  hotel  will 
occupy  the  triangular  site  at 
Huntington  Avenue,  Dartmouth  and 
Stuart  Streets ,  and  will  be  approx- 
imately 390  feet  tall. 

A  100-150  unit  mixed  income,  eight 
story  apartment  building  to  be 
located  adjacent  to  the  South  End 
at  the  end  of  Harcourt  Street 
beside  the  railroad  alignment. 

A  30-31  story  office  building  of 
between  500,000  and  550,000 
square  feet  to  be  built  at  the 
corner  of  Harcourt  Street  and 
Huntington  Avenue. 

Parking  for   1821  cars,   half  of 
vrtiich  will  be   located   in  a  new 
structure  to   be   located  over   the 
Mass   Pike   with  the   other  half   to 
be   located  under  the   retail 
areas . 


The  project  is  scheduled  to  commence 
in  1979  and  be  completed  in  1984. 


Southwest  Corridor  Development 
Parcel  18 — Southwest  Corridor  Parcel 
18  involves  the  reuse  of  large  tracts 
of  land  near  the  future  Ruggles  Street 
Station  in  Lower  Roxbury.   Currently 


"Environmental  Notification  Form  for 
Copley  Place,"  submitted  to  the  Common- 
wealth by  the  developers.  May,  1978. 
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being  considered  for  joint  development 
activities  along  with  Parcel  18  are 
parcels  16,  17X  and  22.   A  special 
Parcel  18  Task  Force  consisting  of 
community  groups,  community  development 
corporations,  and  Northeastern  University 
are  presently  examining  development 
strategies  for  the  site.   Currently 
envisioned  is  a  relatively  intensive 
mixed  use  development  on  the  site, 
including  possibly  a  hotel,  retail  and 
office  space  and  new  space  for  North- 
eastern University.   The  University 
has  agreed,  through  its  president,  to 
work  closely  with  the  community  in 
order  to  achieve  mutual  goals  and 
objectives  on  the  site. 

A  maximum  of  235,000  SF  of  retail 

development  could  be  accommodated  on 

these  parcels  which, are  near  the  New 

1  

Carter  School  Site.   A  recommended 

Phase  I  program  for  the  combined 
parcels  17X,  18,  and  22  was  estab- 
lished as  75,000  to  125,000  SF  of 
retail  space.   The  feasibility  of 
these  development  possibilities  is 
questionable.   The  magnitude  of 
development  at  this  site  may  be 
limited  by  poor  subsurface  conditions, 
based  upon  initial  test  borings.   The 
impact  which  this  development  will 
have  on  commercial  reuse  parcels 
reviewed  here  will  be  discussed 
later. 


1 

Mass.  Bay  Transit  Authority. 

Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Relocation 
of  the  Orange  Line,  May,  197£ 
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III.  ASSESSMENT  OF  IMPACTS 


IMPACT  ASSESSMENT 


INTRODUCTION 


This  section  presents  the  findings  of 
the  detailed  impact  assessment  for  each 
of  the  reuse  alternatives  considered  for 
the  nineteen  major  parcels.   The  assess- 
ment process  has  concentrated  on  review- 
ing nineteen  major  parcels  for  the 
selection  of  alternatives  and  the 
identification  of  impacts.   The  nineteen 
major  parcels  were  selected  for  indepth 
treatment  for  three  reasons:   1)  a 
detailed  and  meaningful  review  of  the 
more  than  200  BRA  Reuse  Parcels  in  the 
South  End  would  not  have  been  feasible 
given  the  available  time  and  resources; 
2)  the  major  parcels  were  sufficiently 
large  to  produce  major  impacts;  3) 
sufficient  questions  surrounded  the 
reuse  of  the  parcels  to  justify  an 
indepth  assessment.   Therefore,  the 
potential  impacts  of  new  development  was 
assessed  on  only  nineteen  urban  renewal 
parcels. 

As  described  previously  (Section  I),  the 
initial  phase  of  the  study  involved  both 
a  review  study  of  existing  conditions  in 
the  South  End  and  the  initiation  of 
community  involvement  in  the  assessment 
process.   Eighteen  neighborhood  meetings 
were  held  in  which  area  residents  were 
presented  with  the  various  reuse  parcels 
and  asked  to  offer  suggestions  concerning 
possible  reuse  alternatives.   As  a 
result  of  these  meetings  a  list  was 
compiled  of  all  neighborhood  and  BRA 
suggestions  for  the  renewal  parcels  and 
public  improvements.   From  this  list  a 
set  of  realistic  reuse  alternatives  for 
the  nineteen  major  parcels  was  prepared 
and  presented  to  the  community  at  the 
first  major  community  meeting  in  July  of 
1978.   This  was  followed  by  first  a 
preliminary  and  then  a  detailed  assessment 
of  the  impact  assessment  for  the  alterna- 
tive reuse  strategies  for  the  nineteen 


major  parcels  involved  reviewing  each 
alternative  in  terms  of  the  following 
ten  categories: 

•  Displacement 

•  Economic  base/employment 

•  Real  estate  market/property  values 
and  fiscal  impacts 

•  Community  facilities  and  services 

•  Transportation  facilities 

•  Parks,  recreation  and  open  space 

•  Aesthetics,  urban  design  and 
historic  values 

•  Community  character 

•  Consistency  with  plans 

•  Air  quality,  noise  and  ecosystems 

The  purposes  of  the  detailed  impact 
assessment  are  many.   First,  they 
provide  information  which  the  BRA  and 
the  community  can  use  to  determine  which 
of  the  reuse  alternatives  is  the  preferred 
alternative.   The  detailed  impact  assess- 
ment also  is  useful  in  identifying  negative 
impacts  associated  with  various  resue 
alternatives  which  may  need  to  be  mitigated 
such  as  the  generation  of  excessive  levels 
of  noise  and  air  pollutants.   For  each  of 
the  categories  of  impact  a  series  of 
questions  were  asked.   Where  possible 
quantative  methods  were  used  to  assess  and 
to  forecast  the  impacts.   Where  quantative 
methods  were  either  lacking  or  inappro- 
priate professional  judgements  were  used 
based  upon  available  data  and  community 
input.   The  techniques  and  methods  used 
to  forecast  and  assess  the  impacts  of 
alternative  reuses  for  the  parcels  were 
transmitted  to  the  BRA  as  technical 
memoranda  for  review  and  approval.   Some 
of  these  techniques  and  methods  are 
described  in  the  Technical  Appendix  to 
this  document.   A  presentation  on  the 
impact  assessment  methodology  was  made 
at  each  of  the  Quadrant  Meetings  in 
September  1978.   Examples  of  the  types 
of  questions  employed  in  the  assessment 
of  impacts  are  as  follows: 
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Category 

Question 

L. 

Community  Facilities 

Will  the  development  alternative  require  new 

and  Services 

or  expanded  public  utilities — waterlines, 
storm  and  sanitary  sewers? 

2. 

Economic  Base  and 

How  many  temporary  construction  jobs  and  per- 

Employment 

manent  jobs  will  be  created  by  the  develop- 
ment alternative? 

3. 

Market  Feasibility 

What  is  the  likelihood  of  the  development 
taking  place  in  the  next  five  years — good, 
moderate,  fair  or  poor? 

4. 

Air  Quality,  Noise 

Will  the  developnent  alternative  create 

Ecosystems 

excessive  levels  of  noise  or  air  pollutants? 

The  above  list  is  intended  to  serve  as 
an  example  of  the  types  of  questions 
which  were  posed  and  is  not  intended 
to  be  a  complete  listing  of  all  of 
the  categories  or  question  areas. 

During  the  course  of  the  analysis  each 
of  the  alternatives  was  assessed  with 
equal  consideration.   The  detailed 
assessment  of  impacts  was  presented 
to  the  community  during  a  series  of 
four  quadrant  meetings  in  September. 
The  oral  and  written  comments  which 
were  generated  by  the  community  in  re- 
view of  the  detailed  impacts  were  trans- 
mitted to  the  BRA  for  incorporation  in 
the  selection  of  the  preferred  alterna- 
tives.  Upon  a  full  review  of  all  of 
the  findings  of  impact  assessment, 
including  the  market  feasibility  study, 
the  BRA  selected  the  preferred  alterna- 
tives which  are  identified  in  the  de- 
tailed matrices  which  follow. 


METHODOLOGY  FOR  IMPACT  ASSESSMENT 
FORECASTS  OF  REUSE  ALTERNATIVE 
CONSTRUCTION  COSTS,  EMPLOYMENT,  TAX 
REVENUE,  TRIP  GENERATION  AND  PARKING 

This  section  briefly  presents  some  of 
the  assumptions  and  techniques  which 
have  been  used  to  develop  estimates  for 
construction  costs,  short  and  long-term 


employment  generation,  tax  revenue, 
traffic  and  parking.   Initially  the 
consultant  team  was  provided  with  a  set 
of  reuse  alternatives  and  design 
controls  by  the  BRA.   The  reuse  alterna- 
tives were  expressed  in  general  land 
use  terms,  such  as  industrial,  mixed  use 
commercial,  new  residential  or  rehab 
residential.   The  design  controls 
referred  to  the  existing  BRA  design 
controls  for  the  site  as  included  in  the 
Urban  Renewal  Plan  as  modified.   These 
design  controls  relate  to  the  level  of 
intensity  of  development  which  is 
allowed  on  the  site,  factors  such  as 
maximum  height  and  maximum  net  density 
as  expressed  in  floor  area  ratio  (FAR) 
or  other  measures.   In  nearly  all  cases 
the  BRA  alternative  was  designed  for 
impact  assessment  purposes  at  the 
maximum  level  of  development  allowed  on 
the  site,  in  terms  of  height  and  floor 
area  ratio.   This  was  done  in  order  to 
surface  potential  negative  impacts  which 
might  result  from  such  maximum  development 
levels.   These  negative  impacts  might 
involve  excessive  levels  of  noise  or  air 
pollutants  generated  either  directly 
or  indirectly  by  the  development  by 
traffic  which  the  development  generates. 
By  identifying  these  negative  impacts 
recommendations  could  then  be  made 
concerning  a  scaled  down  or  less  inten- 
sive development  in  order  to  conform  to 
traffic  control ,  environmental  and  other 
policies  and  guidelines. 
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The  methodology  which  was  utilized  in 
forecasting  the  effects  of  the  various 
development  alternatives  on  construction 
costs,  short  and  long  term  employment 
generation,  tax  revenue,  traffic  genera- 
tion and  parking  was  based  upon  a 
methodology  which  was  initialy  developed 
by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  in 
conjunction  with  consultants  involved  in 
the  Southwest  Corridor  Project,  Charles 
G.  Hilgenhurst  and  Associates.   Since 
the  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Closeout 
Environmental  Impact  Assessment  (EIA) 
and  the  Corridor  Project  includes 
evaluation  of  some  of  the  same  reuse 
parcels  and  sites,  the  basic  approach 
used  in  the  Corridor  Project  by  C.G. 
Hilgenhurst  Inc.  has  been  followed  here 
for  consistency  purposes.   However,  the 
figures  contained  in  this  section  have 
been  modified  to  reflect  1978  costs 
assuming  a  7  percent  annual  rate  of 
inflation.   Further  additional  modifica- 
tions have  been  made  to  reflect  certain 
charactertics  of  the  South  End.   Due  to 
the  relatively  low  rate  of  usage  of 
private  automobiles  in  the  South  End  for 
trip  making  purposes,  as  discussed  in 
the  transportation  section,  the  statistics 
generated  for  trip  making  purposes 
assume  that  the  South  End  reflects  the 
low  end  of  the  scale  in  both  parking 
requirement  and  automobile  trip  generation. 

Where  development  plans  existed,  such  as 
the  plans  for  the  New  Carter  School  and 
the  Franklin  Institute  expansion, 
projected  costs  were  based  upon  actual 
plans.   Otherwise  the  more  general 
estimating  procedures  were  followed 
based  upon  the  methodology.   It  should 
be  emphasized  that  in  nearly  all  cases 
the  estimates  which  were  developed  were 
not  based  upon  actual  development 
plans  but  upon  possible  development  on 
the  site.   This  possible  development 
was  usually  the  maximum  possible  develop- 
ment allowed  on  the  site  as  discussed 
earlier.  The  marketing  feasibility 
assessment  discussed  elsewhere  was  used 


as  a  vehicle  to  then  establish  more 
practical  levels  of  development  likely 
on  the  various  reuse  parcels.   As  the 
Market  Analysis  Methodology  section 
states,  these  more  practical  levels  of 
development  were  arrived  at  based  upon 
an  assessment  of  the  real  estate  market 
potential  of  the  site.   A  detailed 
description  of  the  assumptions  employed 
and  the  multipliers  used  in  the  genera- 
tion of  impact  data  for  each  of  the 
reuse  alternatives  for  the  nineteen 
major  parcels  can  be  found  in  Technical 
Appendix  A  which  follows  the  main 
body  of  this  report.   (This  methodology 
was  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  BRA 
in  August,  1978.)   Other  techniques  and 
methods  used  in  the  assessment  of 
impacts  were  submitted  to  the  BRA  during 
the  course  of  the  study  ( as  technical 
appendices) . 


METHODOLOGY  FOR  ADDITIONAL  CATEGORIES 
OF  IMPACT 

A  similar  methodology  was  applied  to 
these  three  impact  categories :   Community 
Facilities  and  Services,  which  included 
piiblic  improvements  (water,  sewer  and 
drain,  streets,  street  lighting),  public 
facilities  and  social  services;  Parks 
Recreation  and  Open  Space;  and  Aesthetic, 
Urban  Design  and  Historic  Resources. 
For  each  of  these  assessment  categories, 
the  focus  of  the  analysis  was  on  two 
issues:   1)  whether  the  proposed  alterna- 
tives created  significant  additional 
demand  for  these  services  or  2)  whether 
the  alternatives  would  affect  access- 
ibility to  or  the  quality  of  these 
services. 

For  each  assessment  category,  the 
analysis  was  conducted  in  four  steps. 
First,  data  were  collected  from  BRA 
documents,  BRA  maps,  and  interviews  with 
BRA  staff.   Second,  a  preliminary  assess- 
ment was  conducted  by  the  assessment 
team  to  estimate  the  key  impacts. 
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Third,  the  methodology  for  assessing 
each  impact  category  was  developed  and 
reviewed  by  team  members.   The  assessment 
of  the  alternatives  for  19  parcels  on 
public  improvements  focused  on  two 
categories  of  incomplete  improvements, 
those  for  which  funds  would  be  actively 
sought,  and  those  for  which  funding 
would  be  deferred.   (Another  assessment 
of  the  aggregate  impact  on  the  entire 
South  End  of  incomplete  public  improve- 
ments also  was  conducted  and  appears  in 
the  Aggregate  Impact  Section  of  the 
EIS.)   (See  SOM  memo,  March  11,  1979.  ) 
Assessments  of  public  facilities,  social 
services  and  parks  and  recreation 
impacts  involved  selecting  a  threshold 
for  identifying  new  demand  as  significant 
and  an  evaluation  of  indirect  impacts  on 
accessibility  and  quality  of  service.   A 
memo  of  August  30,  1978,   identifies 
these  thresholds  and  their  soxirces.   The 
assessment  of  impacts  of  Aesthetics, 
Urban  Design  and  Historic  Resources  was 
based  on  the  identification  of  six  major 
urban  design  settings  in  South  End  in 
1978,  and  the  evaluation  of  how  the 
alternatives  would  add  to  or  subtract 
from  the  urban  design  or  historic 
character  of  these  settings. 


MARKET  FEASIBILITY  FACTORS 

The  p\irpose  of  market  feasibility  in  the 
E.I.S  is  to  review  the  specific  new 
investments  which  may  result  from 
disposition  of  BRA  property  in  the  South 
End  in  order  to  determine  the  relative 
likelihood  of  development  wihin  the  near 
term.   A  time  horizon  of  five  to  seven 
years  is  selected  as  the  basis  for  an 
assessment  of  relative  feasibility. 
Fasibility  is  reviewed  primarily  with 
respect  to  fully  private  investment 
and,  secondarily,  in  terms  of  appropri- 
ateness for  various  government-assisted 
models  of  investment.   The  analysis  is 
organized  by  land  use  and  by  location. 
In  this  case,  the  four  quadrants  of  the 

T~ 
These  technical  memos  were  submitted 

and  are  on  file  at  the  BRA. 


South  End  are  each  examined  on  a  parcel- 
by-parcel  basis  for  retail,  industrial 
and  residential  investments.   Other 
possible  investments  are  reviewed  case 
by  case. 

All  of  the  analysis  presented  here  is 
based  on  a  review  of  available  informa- 
tion and  on  interviews  with  knowledgeable 
specialists.   These  findings  are  summa- 
rized parcel-by-parcel  in  the  detailed 
matrices  which  follow.   In  technical 
Appendix  C  the  market  feasibiltiy 
assessment  compares  alternatives  to  each 
other  and  to  other  parcels  by  land  use 
category.   A  more  detailed  presentation 
of  the  market  feasibility  methodology  is 
contained  in  Appendix  B. 


HOW  TO  USE  THE  DATA  SHEETS  AND  MATRICES 

In  the  following  section  detailed 
information  on  each  of  the  parcels  is 
presented  in  both  existing  data  summaries 
and  in  matrices  for  each  of  the  nineteen 
major  parcels.   The  parcels  are  grouped 
by  quadrant.   The  existing  data  summaries 
for  each  of  the  parcels  present  informa- 
tion concerning  the  current  status  of 
the  parcel,  its  location,  ownership, 
size,  permitted  land  use,  development 
status,  alternatives  considered  for 
reuse  and  BRA  design  controls.   The 
existing  data  summaries  also  contain  a 
map  showing  the  location  of  the  parcel 
or  parcel  cluster. 

The  existing  data  summary  is  followed  by 
an  impact  assessment  matrix  for  each  of 
the  major  parcels.   The  matrix  lists  the 
alternatives  considered  across  the  top 
and  lists  the  various  impact  categories 
to  be  considered  along  the  left  hand 
column.   The  detailed  impact  assessment 
for  each  category  of  impact  and  each 
reuse  considered  can  be  found  by  finding 
the  point  of  intersection  between  the 
category  of  impact  and  the  reuse  alterna- 
tive.  The  matrix  format  can  be  used  by 
persons  interested  in  all  of  the  details 
of  a  particular  parcel  or  by  persons  who 
may  be  only  interested  in  one  or  more 
categories  of  impact  such  as  transportation 
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or  displacment.   The  BRA  preferred 
alternative  is  usually  listed  in  a  box 
at  the  bottom  of  the  second  page  of  the 
matrix.   In  cases  where  an  impact 
category  refers  to  all  of  the  alternatives 
assessed,  the  data  is  written  across  the 
page  to  cover  each  of  the  alternative, 
while  in  cases  where  the  impact  refers 
to  only  one  alternative  then  the  informa- 
tion is  only  listed  under  the  relevant 
alternative. 

Following  the  detailed  assessment  of 
impacts,  a  presentation  of  aggregate 
impacts  which  will  result  from  the 
implementation  of  the  BRA  preferred 
alternatives  is  found.   This  assessment 
is  similarly  presented  according  to  the 
major  categories  of  impact  in  aggregate 
or  summary  fashion.   Possible  mitigation 
measures  for  identified  adverse  impacts 
are  also  included  in  this  section. 

Included  as  a  technical  appendix  at  the 
end  of  this  report  is  a  Key  to  Planning 
and  Design  Requirements  from  The  Original 
Renewal  Plan.   This  key  describes  what 
each  of  the  letter  codes  mean  that  are 
included  under  the  BRA  Design  Control 
section  of  the  Existing  Data  Summaries. 
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B.   IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  OF  THE  NINETEEN  MAJOR  PARCELS 
EXISTING  DATA  SUMMARIES  AND  DETAILED  IMPACT  ASSESSMENTS 

FOR  PARCELS  IN  QUANDRANT  1 
Major  Parcels  in  Quandrant  One 


(?UAPi^NT= 


NEW  CARTER. 
19,16 


g^CI^Tikje  CAK.TEK. 
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MAJOR      PARCEL:       EXISTING      DATA      SUMMARY 


PARCEL    CLUSTER; 


PARCEL   NUMBERS: 


LOCATION: 


New  Carter  School  Site 
16,  15 

16  -  Block  bounded  by  Coltimbus,  Tremont 
Davenport,  Camden 

15  -  Columbus,  Davenport  and  Tremont 


SIZE: 


Total:   188,806  sq.  ft. 

16  -  168,592  sq.  ft. 
15  -   20,214  sq.  ft. 


OWNERSHIP : 


CURRENT  USE: 


All  BRA-owned 

Both  parcels  vacant 
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PERMITTED  LAND  USES  UNDER 
URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN: 


DEVELOPMENT  STATUS: 


ALTERNATIVE  LAND  USES 
TO  BE  CONSIDERED: 


16  -  Original  use  Residential/Commercial, 
changed  by  BRA  Board  vote  in  1973 
to  Elementary  School/Intermediate 
School/Recreation 

15  -  Off-street  parking 

Parcels  16  and  15  were  designated  in  1973 
for  use  as  a  new  Carter  School  site  with 
associated  parking,  and  preliminary 
architectural  plans  have  been  completed 
by  Imre  &  Anthony  Halzsz,  Inc.   However, 
a  detailed  study  completed  in  1977  for 
the  Boston  School  Facilities  Planning  Team 
documented  declining  school  enrollments  in 
the  city  and  the  South  End.   The  Unified 
Facilities  Plan  for  the  Boston  Public 
Schools,  completed  in  Sept.  1977,  states 
plans  for  the  new  Carter  Schools  aire 
cancelled.  Final  acceptance  of  the  plan 
awaits  Federal  court  action. 

1.  New  Carter  School  use 
(current  designation) 

2.  Mixed  use  commercial 

3.  Industrial 

4.  New  residential 


PROPOSED  BRA  DESIGN  CONTROLS: 


Height     Max.  Net   Min.  Parking   Planning  & 
Min.  Set-Back   Min.  Max.    Density       Ratio     Design  Req'ts 


Land  Use 


School 


2.  Commercial 

3.  Industrial 


Columbus   20' 

12 

40 

NA 

Tremont    20 ' 

Camden     10 ' 

Davenport  10 ' 

12 

40 

FAR:1 

12 

40 

FAR:1 

Conditional    B,C,GG,X 

Conditional    B,C 
Conditional    B,C 
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RE-USE  ALTERNATIVES 

PUBLIC  SCHOOL 
(Current  Plan 
Designation) 


SITE-.   New  Carter  School  Sit 
PARCELS;   16,  15 


IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX 


Economic  Base  t. 
Empluyi^ent 

Eat.  Building  SI 

Short-Term  Iropac 
Construction 
Costs 

Construction 
Employment 

Long-Term  Impact 
Permanent 
Employment 


250,000  sq.  ft 


517,000,000 


531  person  yea 


stiraated  at  75  teaching 
lid  administrative  jobs; 
0  custodial  kitchen 
nd  aid  ;;ob3. 


188,805  sq.  ft. 

?45,730,248 

179  persons  year 

290  jobs 


188,805  aq.  ft 


5  3 

96.4 

905 

127 

pert 

on 

472 

:ob£ 

100  units 
100,000  sq.  ft 


S  4,280,000 


134  per 
2  jobs 


Property  Valu 
Tax  Revenue 


Annual  Property 


Market  Feasibility 


Commun 

ity 

Facili 

i  Serv 

ices 

Moderate  for  65,000 
SF  retail  development 
with  on-site  parking. 
Possible  conflict  with 
SWC  Parcel  18  develop- 
,ne,it  plans. 


Poor  due  in  part 
to  access  problems 
and  neigliborliood 


or  project 
t  feasible 
25*  subsidy 


The  proposed  deletion  of  the  new  water  line  on  Davenport  Street  and  street  reconstru 
on  Davenport  and  Camden  Streets  might  have  to  be  reconsidered  to  serve  the  school  or 
service  a  high  intensity  industrial  or  mixed  use  commercial  developnent. 


both  police  and  fire  protection  sei 
develo[«nent  alternatives,  although 
boundaries. 

A  new  school  would  add  to 


should  be  ailequ 


nl.jhl  be  requir 
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IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX  (c 


School  Site 


PUBLIC  SCHOOL 


20,100  sq.  ft 


45,000  sq.  ft. 


30,000  sq.  ft. 


400 


150 

142-378 

2492-1758 


Planned  transportation  improvements  including  Orange  Line  Relocation,  Columbus  T 
Street  construction  should  provide  adequate  service  levels  for  each  oe  the  alter 
struction  Plan  assujues  construction  of  the  school  and  integrates  two  pedestrian  i 
Carter  Playground.  Also  included  are  wider  sidewalks  at  the  school  site  and  the 
Northampton  St.,  north  of  Columbus,  as  access  ways  to  the  school  parking  lot  and  th 


Building.   This  should  help  minimiz 


street 


sing  difficulties  at  Colu 


The  mixed  commercial  use  would  be  a  hlghe 
Accordingly,  signal iza tion  may  be  requier 


activity  which  gen 
Parks,  Recreation     O 


avy  truck  traffic 


100 

377-755                          70 

100 

944-1699                        200- 

300 

mont  reconstruction,  and  the  Crosst 

own 

tives.  The  Columbus/Tremont  Recon- 

erpasses  from  the  school  to  the 

xclusive  use  of  Camden  St.  and 

he  resident  lot  at  the  Saranac 

each  the  playground. 

e  school  or  industrial  altprnative 

e.   Commercial  and/or  industrial 

y  affect  nearby  residences. 

uch  as  warehousing,  might  negatively  aff. 

Traffic  associated  with  either  of  these  three  alternatives  coul 
impair  pedestrian  access  to  the  Carter  playground.  This  proble 
probably  will  be  mitigated  by  retention  of  the  pedestrian  overp 
the  Columbus  Avenue  Reconstruction  Plan. 


Current  design  of  the  school 
would  add  to  the  community's 
recreational  and  open  space 
resources  with  possibilities 
for  community  use  outside 
hours.   School  would  pro- 
vide for  shared  use  of 
Carter  Playground. 

Site  abuts  an  historic  district  but  is  outside  its  boundary.   Site  is  located  between 
historically  significant  Chickering  Piano  Factory  and  Frederic  Douglas  Square.   Any 
site  design  should  be  sensitive  to  these  resources  and  to  the  Carter  Playground  and 
the  Roxe,  Lenox  and  Camden  Street  Housing  Developments.   Proposed  building  heights 
lower  than  the  piano  factory  would  help  minimize  adverse  effects. 


School  design  is  eensl 
tlve  to  and  compatible 
with  surrounding 


ial  use  would  be  an 
activity  link  between  existing 
local  commercial  on  Columbus 
and  Tremont  and  surrounding 
residential  use. 


Industry  would  introduce  a 
major  new  use.   Building 
and  site  design  accordingly 
need  to  be  particularly 


Bitiv 


chievin 


compatibility  with 
rounding  uses. 


Residential  use 

is  compatible 

with  surrounding 

May  reinforce  neighborhood 
coheflion,  provide  com- 
munity meeting  areas  and 
facilities. 


Hay  reinforce  community  cohe- 
sion by  providing  centralized 
shopping  facilities.   Competi- 
tive new  retailing  could 
benefit  local  residents  as 
consumers  but  adversely  affect 
small  area  merchants. 


negative  impacts  depending 
on  use  and  design. 


Con  a  I 

Btency  with 

Inconsistent  with  Unified 

Plans 

Facilities  Plan,  Sept. 
'77i  consistent  with  SW 
Corridor  Columbus/Tremont/ 
Crosstown  Improvement 

Consistent  with  existing  plans 
including  the  city's  economic 
development  plans. 


Generally  consistent  with 
existing  plans  Including 
the  goals  of  the  city's 
economic  development 
plans,  but  not  In 
designated  EDA  areas. 


Resident 

al 

jse 

involving  no 

mo 

than  254 

sub 

dl7.ed  un 

ts 

IS 

coneiste 

t  w 

Ith 

BRA  hous 

nq 

policy. 

Current  air  quality  for  the  no  build  case  will  be  upgraded  by  1987  due  to  Imple 
Federal  Exhaust  Emission  Control  standards. 


1987  olr  quality  with  the 
project  will  meet  federal 
standards. 


1987  air  quality  with  the 
project  will  exceed  federa 
standards  for  eight-hour  a 
rages  of  CO.  One  hour  CO 
NO  will  meet  standards. 


Ir  quality 

with 

1987  air  quality 

oject  will 

meet 

with  the  project 

1  standards 

will  meet  federal 
standards. 

Site  is  not  near  any  location  where  noise  monitoring  has  been  accomplished.   However, 

at  other  South  End  monitoring  sites  with  comparable  traffic  volumes,  noise  levels  exceeded 

federal  (FHWAI  standards. 


will  cause  an  Increase 
2dBA  In  standard  peak 


No  significant  (<ldBA) 
effect  on  existing 


No  Significant 
(<ldBA)  effect 
on  existing 
noise  levels. 


Loss  of  approximately  2 


al  urban  vegetation  and  wildlife  habitat. 


BA  PREFERRED 
LTERWATIVE 

The  Commercial  alternative  In  preferred  because  of 
benefits,  and  its  lack  of  serious  negative  impacts 
mitigated  by  a  scaled  down  development  of  approxlm 
conalatent  with  the  existing  residential  and  comme 

Its  market  feasibility.  It 
Potential  noise  and  air 

1 
3  employment  and  tax  generation 
pollution  problems  could  be 

itely  65,000  sq.  ft.   The  c 
rlcal  character  of  Columbus 

ummercial  alternative  la 
and  Tremont. 
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MAJOR      PARCEL:       EXISTING      DATA      SUMMARY 


PARCEL    CLUSTER; 


PARCEL   NUMBERS; 


LOCATION: 


Existing  Carter  School  Site 

P-22,  PB-4,  58,  SE-95 

Abutting  Camden  and  Northampton  Streets 
between  the  New  York,  New  Haven  and 
Hartford  Railroad  tracks  and  Columbus 
Avenue. 


Northeastern  U 


SIZE; 


OWNERSHIP: 


CURRENT  USE: 


Total:   161,810  sq.  ft. 

P-22   -  18,286  sq.  ft. 

PB-4   -  85,294  sq.  ft. 

SE-95  -  38,265  sq.  ft. 

58     -  19,965  sq.  ft. 

All  BRA-owned 

PB-4  contains  the  Carter  School,  a  facility 
for  severely  retarded  teenagers  and  young 
adults.   The  other  sites  are  vacant. 
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PERMITTED  LAND  USES  UNDER 
URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN: 


DEVELOPMENT  STATUS; 


PB-4, 
P-22 


Changes  were  adopted  on  August  13,  1970  at 
the  request  of  South  End  and  lower  Roxbury 
residents  which  designated  Parcels  16  and 
15  for  new  Carter  School  use  so  that  the 
existing  housing  complexes  (the  Saranac 
building  and  New  Castle  Court)  could  be 
retained  for  housing  and  rehabilitated.   A 
formal  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  BRA  on 
March  15,  1973,  delineating  new  parcels 
(including  P-22  and  58)  within  PB-4  and 
assigning  the  following  land  uses: 

PB-4:   School  and  Playground 
P-22:   PI ayground 
58:     Residential 
SE  95:  Recreation 

The  William  E.  Carter  Center,  a  facility 
for  special  needs  children.   The  Center 
is  a  city-wide  facility  for  persons  aged 
14  to  21,  many  of  whom  are  non-ambulatory 
and  require  constant  care.   About  40 
persons  currently  are  served  by  the 
Center.   School  department  staff  and 
parents  are  pleased  with  the  Center's 
central  location  and  would  like  to  remain 
on  the  site.   As  of  August  1978,  the 
engineering  consultants  were  preparing  an 
engineering  report  for  the  MBTA  on  alternatives 
for  school  relocation  due  to  the  Orange 
Line  relocation,  which  will  require 
demolition  of  at  least  a  portion  of  the 
existing  Center  building.   Possible 
options  include  complete  relocation  of  the 
school  to  the  southern  portion  of  Parcel 
PB-4;  and  taking  off  the  transit  side  of 
the  building  with  replacement  facilities 
constructed  on  the  southern  side  of  the 
existing  building.   Alternative  facilities 
are  being  examined;  relocation  to  SE-95 
has  also  been  discussed. 
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ALTERNATIVE  LAND  USES 
TO  BE  CONSIDERED: 


PB-4,  P-22 

SE-95 

58 


School  reconstruction 

Park  use 

Sale  to  abutters 


2. 


SE-95 

PB-4,  P-22 
SE-95 


Relocation  of  Carter  Center 
and  Parking 


PROPOSED  BRA  DESIGN  CONTROLS: 


Land  Use 


Height 
Min.  Set- Back  Min.  Max. 


Max.    Net      Min.    Parking      Planning   & 
Density  Ratio  Design  Req'ts 


1. 

School 

2. 

Recreation 

NA 

NA 

NA 

3. 

Parking 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 
NA 
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SITE:       Existing   Carter    School    Sit 
PAKCELSi        P-22,     PB-4,     5d,     SE-95 


IMPACT    ASSESSMENT    MATRIX 


RE-USE    ALTERNATIVES 


PARK    USE    ON    SE-95/SCHOOL 
RECONSTRUCTION    ON    PB-4 ,     P-22    WITH 
SALE    Of    PARCEL    58       TO   ABUTTERS 


PARKING   ON    PB-4,     P-22    AND 
RELOCATION    OF    SCHOOL   TO 
PARCEL    SE-95 


Displacement 

No  displacement;  each  alternative  calls  for  the  retention  of  the  school  on  the  parcel  clu 


Economic  Ba 


Est.    Building    Size  38,265    sq .    ft. 

(recreational    use   on   SE-95) 


309  spaces 

123,545  sq.  ft.  (parking 

Pa-4,  P-22  and  SB) 


Short-Term  Impa 


Construction 

Employment  4.2  person  yea 


10.3   person   ya 


Long-Term   Xmpa 


Eoiploynient  2    jobs 


Annual    Property  None    from   recreational    land 

518,000    from   sale   of    58   to 


5265,622 

None  it  publicly  owned 

(HIlTA,  city) 


Market  Feasibility 

Market  feasibility  was  not  considered  since  no  private  development  is  contemplated. 


Community  Facilitl 


nfiguration  will  probably  be  redesigned  by  the  Southwest  corridor  project. 


Alt.  1  would  maintain  the  scliool  on  the  site 
preferred  by  parents. 


Alt.  2  would  move  the  school 
slightly — not  significantly. 
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IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX  (cont 


Existing  Car 


School    Sit 


PARK    USE    ON    SE-95/SCHOOL 
RECONSTRUCTION    ON    PB-4 ,     P-22    WITH 
SALE    Of    PARCEL    58    TO    ABUTTERS 


PARKING    ON    PB-4,     P-22    AND 
RELOCATION    OF    SCHOOL   TO 
PARCEL    SE-95 


Parkinij   Demand 

Trip  Generation 

Neither  alternative  would  significantly  expand  either  trip  generation  or  parking  demand.   Alternative  2 
would  expand  the  parking  supply  by  some  309  spaces.   The  park  ueera  would  mostly  be  walk-ins.   The  Bite 
will  be  directly  across  from  the  future  Mass  Ave.  Orange  Line  Station  and  will  be  well  serviced  by 
transit,  which  will  be  supplemented  by  bus  service  on  Columbus  Avenue  and  Mass.  Avenue.   Nearly  all 
of  ttie  students  at  the  Carter  School  arrive  by  special  transportation. 

The  usage  of  the  parking 
facility  ia  an  issue  with 
potential  transportation 
policy  implications. 


Parks,  Rec 


Alternative  1  would  significantly 
expand  the  Carter  playground. 


Alternative  2  would  place  a 
special  institutional  use 
beside  the  Carter  playground. 


e  site's  relatively  hidden  location  suggests  tha 
sidential  character  of  the  neighborhood. 

Insures  aesthetics  of  Carter 
Playground,  and  upgrades 
appearance  of  Carter  Center. 


tly  change  the  older 


Interrupts  open  space 
character  of  playground. 
Upgrades  Carter  Center. 
Large  parking  area  would 
be  incompatible  with  older 


side 


char 


2ter 


Alternative  1  would  signifi- 
cantly expand  a  heavily 
utilized  playground. 


Alternative  2  will  alter 
character  of  area  with  n 
parking  usage  which  has 
been  opposed  by  local 
residents. 


The  parking  lot  proposal  for  Pa 
along  Mass.  Avenue.  Upon  imple 
for  the  school  use  from  an  envi 


58,  however,  can  help  facilitate  joint  developaient  activities 
ation  of  the  SW  Corridor  Project  the  site  will  be  more  suitable 
ental  viewpoint — i.e.,  less  noise  and  air  pollution  from  the 


Current  air  quality  for  the  no  build 
Exhaust  Emission  Control  standards. 


will  be  upgraded  by  19B7  due  to  implementation  of  Federal 


is  not  near  any  locations  where  noise  monitoring  has  been  accompliahed.   However,  at  other  South  End 
Dring  site  with  comparable  traffic  volumes,  noise  levels  exceeded  federal  (FHWA)  noiae  standards* 
Df  the  proposed  uses  will  have  no  effect  on  noiae  levels  aa  no  new  traffic  will  be  generated. 


Urban  Ecology 


Loss  of  approximately  2  acres 
of  natural  urban  vegetation  and 
wildlife  habitat.   Replacement 
of  a  portion  of  this  with  man- 
planted,  managed  vegetation. 


Loaa  of  approximately  2 
acres  of  natural  urban 
vegetation  and  wildlife 
habitat. 


BRA 

PREFERRED 

ALTERNATIVE: 

Park  use  o 

1  SE 

-95/achool 

reconatru 

ctlo 

on  PB-4,  P-22  with  park  u 

sage  c 

n  Parcel 

58 

la  tha  prafarrad 
and  tha  linear 
ircaa.   Tha  coata 
a  federal  govarnmant 
park  facility. 

alternative, 
park.   This  al 
for  the  propoa 
would  provide 

This  would 
ternatlve  w 
ed  project 
moat  of  the 

Involve  acquisition  by  the  MBTA  for  both 

ould  provide  area  residents  with  needed 

would  be  carried  largely  by  federal  and 

capital  costs  and  the  state  govarnfflent 

the  station  a 
recreational  r 
state  aourcaa. 
would  maintain 

Th 
the 
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EXISTING      DATA       SUMMARY 


PARCEL    CLUSTER: 


PARCEL   NUMBERS: 


LOCATION: 


Existing  Buildings  on  Mass.  Ave. 

RR-67  (564-571  Columbus  Ave.) 
SE-1  (424  Mass.  Ave.) 

SE-46  (426  Mass.  Ave.) 

SE-47  (428-434  Mass.  Ave.) 

RR-82  (5  73  Columbus  Ave.) 

SE-43  (402  Mass.  Ave.) 

SE-44  (404-408  Mass.  Ave.) 

SE-45  (410-412  Mass.  Ave.) 

SE-18  (32  Wellington  Street) 

SE-20  ((390-400  Mass.  Ave.) 

SE-21  (389-393  Mass.  Ave.) 

SE-22  (397  Mass.  Ave.) 

SE-2  3  (395  Mass.  Ave.) 

Mass.  Ave.  between  the  New  York,  New  Haven 
and  Hartford  Railroad  Tracks  and 
Columbus  Avenue 


SIZE: 


al:       43 

,402    sq. 

ft. 

SE-1      - 

2070 

sq. 

ft. 

SE-45 

-   3285 

sq. 

ft 

SE-46    - 

2250 

sq. 

ft. 

SE-18 

-   5194 

sq. 

ft 

SE-4  7    - 

3685 

sq. 

ft. 

SE-2  0 

-    7593 

sq. 

ft 

RR-82    - 

1665 

sq. 

ft. 

SE-21 

-   3000 

sq. 

ft 

RR-67    - 

3864 

sq. 

ft. 

SE-2  2 

-    1805 

sq. 

ft 

SE-43    - 

1788 

sq. 

ft. 

SE-2  3 

-    1803 

sq. 

ft 

SE-44    - 

5400 

sq. 

ft. 
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OWNERSHIP: 


All  BRA-owned 


CURRENT  USE: 


Vacant  and  occupied  (no  residential; 
about  6  businesses) 


PERMITTED  LAND  USES  UNDER 
THE  URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN: 


SE-21,  SE-22,  SE-23  -  School,  Recreation 

Building  and  Playground 
Use 


All  others  - 


Residential 


DEVELOPMENT  STATUS: 


Land  Use  Changes  - 
{SE-21,  SE-22,  SE-23) 


The  parcels  on  the  west  side  of  Mass  Ave. 
(SE-21,  22  and  23)  were  originally  part  of 
the  planned  new  Carter  School  complex. 
However,  the  community's  wish  to  retain  the 
Sarnac  building  and  New  Castle  court  for 
rehab  resulted  in  revision  of  the  parcel 
PB-4  which  originally  included  SE-21 
through  23 . 


Developer  Designation 
and  Plans  - 


Developers  were  designated  several  years 
ago.   Two  of  the  designated  properties, 
SE-21  and  SE-20,  will  be  acquired  by  the 
MBTA  as  part  of  the  Orange  Line  reconstruc- 
tion.  (Current  plans  are  for  MBTA  acquisi- 
tion by  the  spring  of  1979  with  demolition 
in  the  fall.   Any  remaining  vacant  land 
would  be  turned  over  to  the  BRA. )   United 
Community  Development,  Inc.  is  currently 
designated  for  SE-22,  SE-23,  SE-18,  RR-67, 
RR-82,  SE-46  and  SE-47.   They  are  examining 
possibilities  for  their  sites. 

H.F.C.  Associates  is  currently  the  designated 
developer  for  SE-43,  SE-44,  and  SE-1.   H.F.C. 
Associates  plan  to  investigate  MHFA  financing 
for  rehabilitation  of  the  residential  property. 
They  are  also  seeking  developer  designation 
for  the  adjoining  Fenway  Parcel  (5)  so 
that  an  integrated  design  would  be  possible, 
including  new  residential  construction 
over  the  MBTA  air  rights.   The  larger 
development  may  include  ground  floor 
commercial  with  a  covered  sidewalk. 


New  Mass  Transit  Station 
(SE-21) 


The  new  Mass.  Ave.  Station  for  the  new 
Orange  Line  relocation  will  directly 
adjoin  the  United  Community  Development 
property,  and  will  be  across  from  the 
H.F.C.  buildings. 
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DETAILED   PARCEL   MAP 


ALTERNATIVE  LAND  USES 
TO  BE  CONSIDERED: 


1.  Residential  Rehabilitation 

2.  First  floor  commercial,  residential 
above 

3.  Commercial  and  office  use 


PROPOSED  BRA  DESIGN  CONTROLS: 


Max.  Net   Min.  Parking  Planning  & 
Min.  Set-Back    Height    Density        Ratio     Design  Req'ts 


Land  Use 


1&2.  Rehab: 

Res/Comm. 


3.  Commercial 


NA 


60  units    Conditional    B,D,E,F 

total   X 

1000   = 

60,000 

sq.    ft. 

4,000    sq.       Conditional        B,D,E 
ft.    per 
bldg.    X    13 
=  52,000 
sq.    ft. 
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SITE:      Exiatlng  Buildings  on  Mass.    Ave 
PARCELS:      RR  to  Columbua   Avenue 


IMPACT   ASSESSMENT   MATRIX 


RE-USE    ALTERNATIVES 


REHAB    RESIDENTIAL 


REHAB    OFFICE/ 

QROUND    FLOOR   COMMERCIAL 


Up   to    six    businesses   could   be   displaced   by   each   alternative 


Est.    Building    Si 


160,000    sq.    ft. ) 


47   units 

13,000    sq.    ft.     (c 


47,000   aq.    ft.    office 
13,000   aq.    ft.    commercial 


Short-Term    Impac 


Constructi 
Employment 


50.6   person   yea 


52.9   person   yea 


$1,966,820 

61.6  parson   years 


Long-Term    Impacts 


Employment  1.2    jobs 


Property  Values    I. 


Annual  Property 


Market  Feasibillt 


Good 
Fully 
Residential 


with  10,000  eq.  ft. 
Ground  Floor  commarcial 


Fair 
with  no 
residential 


Community  Facilities 


nearby  at  the  Harriet  Tubman  Ho 
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IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX  (continued) 


Existing  Buildings 


REHAB  RESIDENTIAL 


REHAB  RESIDENTIAL/ 
GROUND  FLOOR  COMMERCIAL 


Transportation 


Parking  Demand 
Trip  Generation 


42-60 
120-180 


33-76 
354-531 


57-97 
542-766 


rea  will  be  very  well  situated  to  public  transit  with  the  implementation  of  relocated  Orange  Line 
ce  and  the  location  of  a  station  at  Mass.  Avenue  and  the  RR.  In  addition,  crosstown  bus  service 
allable  along  Mass.  Avenue* 


Off-street  parkina  demand  might  be  accommodated  through  the 
building. 


alleys  to  the  rear  of 


Parks,  Recreatio 
a  Open  Space 


Aesthetic,  Urban 


utdoor  facilities  at  the  Carter  Playground  and  Sparr 


Residential 


add  24  hour  activity  to  the  majo 


rterial. 

Upper  story  residential  uses  are 
consistent  with  the  historic 
character  of  the  area,  enhancing 
community  cohesion  and  security. 
Commercial  uses  increase  street 
level  activity  significantly. 


Ground  floor 

would  increa 

e  St 

activity:  the  off 

alternative  v 

rauld 

change  the  h 

stor 

residential  and  1 

retail  charac 

ter  < 

The  exlating  buildings  on  HaBS.  Avenue 
blighting  Influence  on  the  community  a 
nativea  would  serve  to  enhance  the  cha 
residential  usee  would  contribute  to 
the  hlBtoric  character  of  the 


generally  vacant  and  deteriorated.   This  imposes  a 
ritical  gateway  to  the  South  End.   All  of  the  suggested  alter- 
r  of  the  nearby  community,  and  the  alternatives  which  include 
ity  cohesion.   Upper  story  resideDtial  uses  are  conBistent  with 
and  help  to  improve  aocurlty  by  providing  a  resident  population. 


While  each  of  the 
project,  the  alter 
goal  of  achieving 


ntemplated  are  consistent  with  the  plans  of  the  Southwest  Corridor  developiDent 

which  incorporate  ground  floor  commercial  are  the  most  in  keeping  with  the 
Qcapture  at  station  areas  through  adjacent  commercial  developaent. 


Current  air  quality  for  the 
Emission  Control  standards. 


will  be  upgraded  by  1987  due  to  implementation  of  Federal  Exhaust 


Site  is  near  noiee  monitoring  station  SC-1  of  the  1975  City  of  Boston  Noise  Survey,  ^(oi■•  levels  at  this 
station  exceeded  federal  (FHWA)  noise  standards.  All  of  the  proposed  uses  will  result  in  no  significant 
change  (<ldBA)  in  existing  noise  levels. 


Urban  Ecology 


All  proposed  usee  involve  rehabilitatlo 
vegetation  or  wildlife  habitat. 


esult  in  no  loss 


Rflhab.  residential  with  limited  gr 
floor  commercial  may  be  desirable 
gross  floor  areas  for  ground  floor 


nd  floor  commercial  ie  the  preferred  alternative.  Limited  ground 
order  to  avoid  the  dislocation  of  existing  businasses.  Further, 
ommercial  should  be  reduced  in  order  to  allow  for  separate  entrances 
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EXISTING      DATA       SUMMARY 


PARCEL    CLUSTER: 


PARCEL   NUMBERS: 


Infill   Housing 
RE-2B 


LOCATIC»I: 


108-138  Worcester  Street  between 
Columbus  and  Tremont  Streets 


T 

'"""" 

o 

It 

1 

, 

r 

-i 

^ 

->\ 

^* 

CO 

m 

flllllll! 

'i 

-4 

X 

o 

H 

11  fn 

n 

H 
U5 

111 

■  ^ 

I.' 
7i 

X 

OWNERSHIP: 


CURRENT  USE: 


HUD-owned  (land  and  building) 
Vacant  boarded  building  shell 


PERMITTED  LAND  USES 

UNDER  THE  URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN: 


DEVELOPMENT  STATUS: 


Residential 

This  parcel  was  one  of  several  developed 
by  the  Development  Corporation  of 
America.   After  partial  construction  of 
the  building,  the  developer  declared 
bankruptcy  and  defaulted  on  the  HUD 
mortgage.   The  property  is  currently 
owned  by  HUD;  however,  the  BRA  has 
requested  that  the  site  be  cleared  and 
turned  over  to  the  BRA  for  reuse. 
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ALTERNATIVE  LAND  USES  1.   New  residential 

TO  BE  CONSIDERED;  2.   Open  space/recreation 

PROPOSED  BRA  DESIGN  CONTROLS: 


Height     Max.  Net  Min.  Parking  Planning  & 
Land  Use       Min.  Set-Back  Min.  Max.    Density       Ratio     Design  Req'ts 


1 .  New 

residential       Z         25   50    40  D.U.s/     Z,  6      B,C,F,DD 

acre;  30 
units  @ 
1000  sq.  ft. 
=  30,000 
total 

2&3.  Open  space       NA  NA  NA  NA       F,GG 
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SITE:       Infill    Houainy 
PARCELS:        RE-2B 


IMPACT    ASSESSMENT    MATRIX 


RE-USE    ALTERNATIVES 


NEW    RESIDENTIAL 


OPEN    SPACE/RECREATION 


Economic   Base   & 
Employment 

Est.    Building   Siz 


30,000    sq.    ft. 


28,429    aq.    ft. 


Short-Term   Impacts 


Construction 
Employment 


51,284,000 

40.1  person  year 


$99,502 
3.1    pers 


Long-Term   Impact 


Permanent 

Employment  ' 


Property  Values  & 
Tax  Revenues 


Market  Feasibility 


Moder 


ning 


public  site  clearance 
available  parking  and 
Columbus/Treinont  im- 
provements in  the  near 


tts:   A  new  water  line  and  street 
Worcester  may  be  needed. 


ctlon  on  West  Springfield  and 


Approximate  costs  of  tennis  court  construction  on  the  sit 
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IMPACT   ASSESSMElfr   MATRIX 


Infill   Housing 


NEW    RESIDENTIAL 


OPEN    SPACE/RECREATION 


Transportation 
Parking  Demand 
Trip  Generation 


21-30 
60-90 


Hinimal 

Hinimal--mo8t  users  would  walk 


The  area  is  currently  well  served  by  existing  transportation  syst 
nificantly  impact  transportation  services.  The  housing  alternati 
parking  to  accocnmodate  the  new  demand  generated  by  new  reaidenta. 
users   of    the   open   apace   alternative   would  be   local   reaidenta   who 


HB.  Neither  alternative  will  sig- 
a  providea  for  sufficient  off-strae 
It  is  anticipated  that  most  of  the 
3uld  walk. 


Aesthetic,    Urban 


Wbuld  add  recreational  facilities 
neighborhood  which  haa  sought  mor 
facilities. 


residential  could  be 
igned   to   respond    tt 
sting  older   resldei 

historic   characte; 

neighborhood. 


the 


Open  space  would  enhance  the  residential 
character  and  offer  opportunities  for 
community  interaction. 


Each  would  eliminate  the  blighting  effects  of  the  existing  infill  shells.   The  housing  alternative 
would  reinforce  the  community's  residential  character,  while  the  open/space/recreational  alternative 
would  provide  a  focus  of  neighborhood  activty. 


Fiscal  Impact 


While  each  alter 
expand  the  city' 
incur  net  fiscal 


3uld  qualitatively  benefit  the  neighborhood,  the  housing  alternative  would 
se,  an  estaollahed  municipal  goal,  while  the  open  space  alternative  would 
3  the  city  for  construction  and  maintenance. 


Current  air  quality  for  the  no  build 
Exhaust  Emission  Control  standards. 


rflll  be  upgraded  by  1987  due  to  implementation  of  Federal 


1987  air  quality  with  the  project  will 


Site  is  not  near  any  locations  where  noi 
sites  in  other  South  End  locations  with 


ccompliahed.   Howeve 


,  at  moinitorlng 
eded  federal  (FHWA) 


No  significant  (<ldBA)  effec 
on  existing  noise  levels. 


Urban_  Ecology 


red  by  buildings  or  parking  lot 
getation  and  wildlife  habitat. 


that  all  proje 


suit  in  minimal 


BRA    PREFERRED 

New   Residential    la    the   reconunanded   alt 

ernatlve  for  the  site.      Hew  market 

U,TERNATIVE 

rate   housing   has   recently   become   econc 
such  aa    the    South   End.      The    site    lends 

mlcally    feasible    In    Inner   city  areas 
Itself   well   to   such  usage,    with  net 

flacal    beneflta   accruing   to   the   city. 

In  order  to  accommodate   apace   for 

gardens  and   off-street   parking,    a    seal 

ed-down   devfllopment   of   perhaps    20   units 

may   be   desirable. 
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EXISTING  DATA  SUMMARIES  AND  DETAILED  IMPACT  ASSESSMENTS 


FOR  PARCELS  IN  QUANDRANT  2 


Major  Parcels  in  Quandrant  Two 


^UAP1^NT=   t 


HENT  QTY   >tTE 


t^-1,    5*7^-77 


7 
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MAJOR      PARCEL 


EXISTING      DATA      SUMMARY 


PARCEL   CLUSTER: 


PARCEL   NUMBERS: 


Tent  City  Site 
llA  and  IIB 


LOCATION: 


Block  bounded  by  the  Railroad,  Dartmouth 
Street,  Columbus  Avenue,  and  Yarmouth 
Street 


SIZE: 


OWNERSHIP: 


CURRENT  USE: 


llA-2  -  1760  sq.  ft.  (355  Col.  Ave.) 

llA-3  -  1760  sq.  ft.  (357  Col.  Ave.) 

llA-4  -  3600  sq.  ft.  (359-363  Col.  Ave.) 

IIB  -  127,000  sq.  ft.  (total  parcel) 

Parcel  llA  includes  five  vacant  row  houses 
which  are  owned  by  the  BRA. 
Parcel  llB  includes  24  privately-owned 
parcels  and  six  BRA-owned  parcels  ( see  the 
detailed  map  on  the  next  page ) . 

The  buildings  on  Parcel  llA  are  vacant. 

Parcel  llB  contains  eight  buildings  and  a 
commercial  parking  lot.   Seven  buildings 
are  occupied.   The  buildings  at  29-31 
Harwich  St.  and  112-118  Dartmouth  Street 
are  occupied  by  19  families  and  two 
commercial  tenants. 
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DETAILED      MAP 


mRCEL    aOUN04RY 


tJTJ/^.^  . j       aR&    OWNED    PROPERTIES 
t  ..  I       PROPERTIES   TO  BE   4CaUIRED 


ACQUISITION    PARCE'-    119 
SOUTH    END   URBAN    fiEsriKAL    AREA 


DEVELOPMENT  STATUS: 


This  site  is  known  as  the  "Tent  City"  site 
because  of  a  "camp-in"  on  the  site  in  the 
summer  of  1968  when  demonstrators  requested 
a  halt  to  demolition  until  more  housing  could 
be  built.   In  December  19  75,  a  Tent  City 
Resolution  was  presented  to  the  BRA  by  some 
residents  in  the  Cosmopolitan  and  Ellis 
neighborhoods.   The  Resolution  proposed  a 
distribution  of  25%  low-income  units  (public 
housing  income  level),  5  0%  moderate-income, 
and  25%  market-rate.   The  Resolution  was 
later  revised,  requesting  that  75%  of  the 
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units  be  covered  by  subsidies  under  the 
Section  8  Housing  Assistance  Payments 
Program.   A  somewhat  different  distribution 
was  proposed  by  the  Committee  of  Citizens 
for  a  balanced  South  End;  they  suggested 
a  maximum  of  25%  low-income  units,  a  minimum 
of  50%  market  rate  units,  and  the  remaining 
25%  to  be  moderate,  elderly  or  market  rate. 

In  May  1978,  an  environmental  clearance  was 
prepared  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
with  a  request  for  use  of  Community  Develop- 
ment Block  Grant  funds  for  acquisition  of 
the  remainder  of  Parcel  11-B.   This  request 
has  been  approved  by  HUD. 


ALTERNATIVE  LAND  USES 


TO  BE  CONSIDERED: 


Parcel  llA  -  1. 
2. 


Residential  rehabilitation 

Residential  and  commercial 
rehabil itation 


PROPOSED  BRA  DESIGN  CONTROLS: 


Parcel  llB  -  1.   New  residential 


2.  Rehabilitation  of  existing 
buildings  and  new  residential 

3.  Residential/commercial  mix 


Height     Max.  Net   Min.  Parking   Planning  & 
Min.  Set- Back  Min.  Max.    Density       Ratio     Design  Req'ts 


Land  Use 


llA: 

is 2.  Rehab. 

res./ 

grnd.  fl, 

comm. 


NA 


NA 


5  bldgs.  @ 
20  units 
with  10  00 
sq.  ft. /unit 
=  20,000 
sq.  ft. 


B,E,F 


IIB: 

1,2   New  res./  Dartmouth: 10 
&3 .   grnd.      Yarmouth: 10 
f 1 .  c  omm . 


25 


50 


80    D.U.s/ 
acre  x   3 
acres  = 
250   D.U.s 
X   1000    = 
250,000 
sq.ft. 


Z,     .6 


B,C,D,F,N,BB, 
DD 
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RE-USE  ALTERNATIVES 


SITE:   Tent  City 
PARCELS:   LIA 


IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX 


IMPACT 
CATEGORIES 


REHAB  RESIDENTIAL 


REHAB  RESIDENTIAL/ 
COMMERCIAL  MIX 


Displacement 


Economic  Base  S 


Employment 


Est.    Building  Size  26  units 


20  units 

6160  sq.  ft.  codimercial  space 


Short-Term  Impacts 


Construction 
Costs 


Construction 
Employment 


$741,000 

23.2  person  years 


5767,120 

24.2  person  years 


Long-Term  Impacts 


Permanent 
Employment 


Property  Values  & 
Tax  Revenues 


Annual  Property 
Taxes 


Market  Feasibility       Good 
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SITE  I       Tent   City 
PARCELS:       IIB 


IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX 


RE-USE  ALTERNATIVES 


SEW   RESIDENTIAL 


19  families  and  2  cocimerclal  tenants  would  be  displaced 
from  the  existing  baildinga  (nos.  29-31  Harwich  Street 
and  nos.   112-lie  Dartmouth  Street) 


19   families  and   2 
cial  tenants  could  be 

displaced  during  rehab 

activities 


Economic  Base  & 
Employment 

Eat.    Building   Size 


230   units   residential 
20,000   sq.   ft.   commercial 


250  units 
32  rehab 
218  new  construction 


Short-Term   Impacts 


Construction 
Employment 


510,700,000 


334.4  person   years 


$10,484,000 


327.6  person  years 


$10,242,400 


320.1  person  years 


Long-Term   Impacts 


Permanent 
Employment 


Property  Value 


Market   Feasibility 

Housing  Component 

The  relatively  intensive  development  envisioned  by  the  BRA  on 
as  moderate  in  feasibility  due  to  high  per  unit  construction 
the   proposed   150   unit  housing   development  at  Copley   Square. 


el    IIB    (250   Units)    is   rated 
and  market   competition   from 


Retail   Component 

The  site  is  rated  ae  good  for  up  to  26,000  SF  of  neighborhood-oriented  retail.  This  assum 
that  the  retail  mix  at  the  proposed  Copley  Sq.  development  is  compatible  and  not  directly 
competitive  with  Tent  City  retail,  since  such  retail  space  must  draw  frora  a  larger  market 
area    than    the   proposed    250    units. 


6   Services 


FOR  BOTH  llA  AND  llB: 

Public  Improvements:   A  new  water  line  may  be  needed  on  Yarmouth  Street  to  service  the  development. 


Public  Pacilitle 


The  school  system  is  able  to  accommodate  the  maximum  of  289  additional  school 
children  (aged  5-18)  who  might  be  residents  of  the  site. 


Social  Services:       The  new  developnent  may  generate  demand  for  social  services.   Many  social 
services  are  available  In  the  area,  such  as  the  Harriet  Tubman  House. 

isumea  25\  of  housing  units  subsidised. 
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IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX  (c 


CATEGORIES  SUMMARY  ASSESSMENT  FOR  ALL  ALTERNATIVES  ON  TENT  CITY  SITE 

Transportation 

Parking  Demand 

Parking  demand  for  the  entire  development  is  the  approximate  equivalent  of  that  to  be  provided  under  the 
bra's  development  plans,  approximately  250  spaces. 

Trip  Generation 

The  development  alternatives  contemplated  for  llB  will  generate  between  860-1290  tripe  per  day.   The  al- 
ternatives for  llA  will  generate  52-78  trips  under  the  residential  only  alternative,  and  120-240  with  residen- 
tial/commercial mix. 

The  proposed  project  is  situated  at  the  intersection  of  two  major  South  End  roadways,  Columbus  Avenue  and 
Dartmouth  Street,  at  a  major  gateway  to  the  South  End  from  the  Back  Bay.   Columbus  Avenue  carries  a  total  two 
way  daily  traffic  volume  of  15,400  vehicles,  while  Dartmouth  Street's  two  way  daily  traffic  count  figure  Is 
expected  to  increase  by  20  percent  due  to  the  proposed  discontinuance  of  Buckingham  Street  for  the  Orange 
Line  relocation  project.   Yarmouth  Street  is  a  low  volume  one-way  street  used  primarily  by  local  residents. 
Columbus  Avenue  ia  currently  planned  for  reconstuction. 

Public  transportation  near  the  site  is  very  good  with  Green  Line  service  two  blocks  away  in  Copley  Square  and 
both  rail  road  and  future  Orange  Line  service  approximately  one  block  away  at  Back  Bay  Station.   This  ia 
supplemented  by  bus  service  (Route  If68)  on  Dartmouth  Street. 

None  of  the  development  alternatives  considered  for  llA  and/or  lid  will  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on 
transportation  systems.  Both  Columbus  Avenue  and  Dartmouth  Street  can  easily  absorb  future  trip  demand.  The 
250  parking  spaces  to  be  provided  on  site,  (approx.  one  per  dwelling  unit)  represent  an  increase  in  on-site 
parking  of  only  28  spaces,  since  the  site  currently  serves  as  a  parking  lot.  Yarmouth  Street  will  not  change 
its  low  volume  residential  character  since  access  to  the  development  will  be  from  Dartmouth  Street.  In  view 
of  the  parcels'  excellent  situation  with  respect  to  public  transit  and  downtown  employment  generators,  it  is 
expected  th^t  a  very  high  proportion  of  trips  will  be  either  on  foot  or  via  public  transit.  Currently  not 
known  is  the  impact  which  the  proposed  Copley  Square  development  will  have  on  transportation  services  in  the 

Parks,  Recreation 
&  Open  Space 

The  maximum  residential  population,  700,  would  create  some  new  demand  for  recreation  and  open  space,  which  is 
generally  lacking  in  the  immediate  project  neighborhood.   The  nearby  playgrounds  are  the  Mackey  School*- on 
Warren  Avenue  and  Titus  Sparrow  Park  on  West  Newton  Street.   Some  additional  on-site  open  space  may  be  re- 
quired, although  the  development  will  not  generate  sufficient  population  to  justify  new  playground  facilitiaa* 
BRA  development  guidelines  call  for  sufficient  landscaping  and  open  apace  on  site.   Development  of  the  aite 
could  result  in  the  loss  of  a  small  victory  garden  at  128  Dartmouth  St. 


Aesthetic,  Urban  Design  s 
Historic  Values 

Any  development  on  the  site  would  be  executed  in  accordance  with  BRA  design  regulations  and  review  procedure 
Those  regulations,  as  published  in  the  BRA's  Environmental  Impact  Assessment  for  the  site  call  for  heights  o 
buildings  to  be  scaled  down  to  provide  a  transition  between  the  Copley  Square  planned  development  and  the 
South  End  townhouses.   Landscaping  and  possible  convenience  stores  at  the  site  will  enhance  the  community 
character. 

Need  to  take  into  account  adjacency  to  National  Register  district  in  design  of  new  structures.   All  alternat 
would  upgrade  the  residential  character  of  Yarmouth  Street. 

Rehab  preservea  older  residential  character  of  this  entrance  to  South  End  and  preserves  continuity  of  remain 
facades  on  Columbus  Avenue  and  Dartmouth  Street. 

Ground  floor  commercial  is  compatible  with  mixed  uses  on  Columbus  Avenue. 

New  residential  and/or  commercial  could  accommodate  below  grade  parking,  on-site  open  space,  and  still  stay 
withn  six  stories. 


The  site  currently  consists  of  an  unimproved  parking  lot  and  deteriorated  largely  vacant  buildinga.   The  new 
development  as  currently  planned  under  each  of  the  alternatives  would  serve  to  elevate  the  character  of  the 
area.   Using  the  site  primarily  for  housing  is  generally  in  accordance  with  the  expressed  need  in  the  community 
for  additional  housing  at  this  location.   What  is  at  issue  is  the  percentage  of  subsidized  housing  to  be  provided 
■on  the  site.   The  BRA  has  established  a  policy  of  no  more  than  25%  subsidized  housing  on  the  site.   Opinions  in 
the  community  range  from  no  subsidy  to  from  75%  to  100%.   This  issue  is  explored  more  fully  in  a  separate  housing 
impacts  section  which  addresses  housing  mix  within  a  broader  context. 

latency  with 

The  project  is  alao  consiatent  with  both  the  planned  Southwest  Corridor  development  and  the  proposed  Copley 
Square  development.   Seen  within  the  context  ot    these  two  projects,  the  various  development  alternatives  would 
be  an  Impurtant  and  integral  element  of  each — providing  a  needed  linkage  between  the  South  End  and  Copley  Square 
development  which  ia  achieved  in  part  through  the  planned  decking  of  the  corridor  right-of-way.   The  Parcel  11 
alternatives  reinforce  the  economic  viability  of  the  Copley  Square  project  and  serve  value  recapture  goals 
around  the  future  Back  Bay  Station  area. 
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IMPACT   ASSESSM£NT   MATRIX    (continued) 
FOR    llA 


R£HAB    RESIDENTIAL 


Air  Quality 


will  be  upgraded  by  1987  due  to  implementation  of  Federal 


1987  air  quality  with  both  of  the  propoeed 


will  meet  federal 


Noise  monitoring  for  the  site  was  accomplished  in  February  1978  at  two  different  noise  monitoring  stations 
located  at  intersections  adjacent  to  the  sites.   Readings  from  both  etatlone  exceeded  federal  (PHWA) 
standards.   Though  all  projects  proposed  for  this  site  will  increase  traffic  to  some  degree,  no  significant 
<ldBA)  change  in  existing  noice  levels  will  occur. 


Urban  Ecology 

Site  is  entirely  covered  by  buildings, 
FOR  llB 


disruption  to  natural  systems  will  occur. 


NEW  RESIDENTIAL 


Air  Quality 


will  be  upgraded  by  1987  due  to  implementation  of  Federal  Exhaust 


quality  with  both  of  the  proposed 


will  meet  federal  standards 


Noise  monitoring  for  the  site  was  accomplished  in  February  1978  at  two  different  noise  monitoring  stations 
located  at  intersections  adjacent  to  the  sites.   Readings  from  both  stations  exceeded  federal  (FHWA) 
standards.   Though  all  projects  proposed  for  this  site  will  increase  traffic  to  some  degree,  no  significant 
<ldBA)  change  in  existing  noise  levels  will  occur. 


Urban  Ecology 


Host  oc  the  site  is  paved  or  is  buildings  so  that  any  possible  disruption  to  plant  and  animal  communities 

will  be  slight.   There  is  marginal  natural  urban  vegetation  at  the  edges  of  pavement  and  in  back  yards 

that  may  he  displaced.   Ther'e  is  a  victory  garden  on  less  than  1/4  acre  that  may  be  disturbed  by  new  development. 


BRA  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 


Rehab  Residential/Gr 


nd  Floor  Commercial  -  is  the  BRA  preferr 
be  reduced  to  accomodate  separate  entra 


inij  buildings 


alternative.   "Hie  level  of  ground 

s.   Rehab  preserves  urban  design  value 


IIB 
too 


aidential/Ground  Flo 


Commercial  -  is  preferred.   The  integration  of  existing  buildings  impose 
design  constraints  to  justify  their  inclusion.   A  rather  intensive  250  unit  residential  develofment 
is  achievable  through  BRA  full  site  acquisition  and  assemblage.   The  fiscal  and  economic  benefits  of  a  dovelopoent 
of  that  magnitude  can  offset  the  costs  of  land  acquisition,  relocation  and  land  write-down,   l^e  final  decision 
on  retention  or  demolition  of  the  existing  buildings  will  await  final  developer  plans. 
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EXISTING      DATA      SUMMARY 


PARCEL   CLUSTER: 


PARCEL   NUMBERS! 


LOCATION: 


BRA  Site  Office/Baptist  Church 

PB-1, (SE   lA-11) 

66-72  Warren  Avenue  between  Clarendon  & 
Montgomery  (Church:   2-18  Clarendon  St.) 


SIZE: 


OWNERSHIP: 


CURRENT  USE: 


Total  (excluding  church):  12,493  sq.  ft. 
SE-74  -  1249  sq.  ft. 
SE-75  -  1213  sq.  ft. 
SE-76  -  1275  sq.  ft. 
SE-77  -  1256  sq.  ft. 
Site  Office  -  7500  sq.  ft. 

(The  Church  is  12,500  sq.  ft.) 
All  BRA-owned  except  Church 

-  BRA  Site  Office  in  former  fire  station 

-  Other  buildings  owned  by  BRA  vacant 

-  Baptist  Church  in  church  building 


PERMITTED  LAND  USES  UNDER 
THE  URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN 


Playground  and  Underground  Parking 
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DEVELOPMENT  STATUS: 


This  parcel  was  originally  intended 
for  use  as  a  playground  extension  of 
the  adjacent  Mackey  School.   The  recent 
Unified  Facilities  Plan  outlining  the 
city's  plans  for  schools  does  not  include 
this  playground  extension,  and  residential 
rehabilitation  is  currently  being  considered 
as  a  reuse  alternative.   No  developer  has 
been  designated.  (Deleting  the  church  means 
not  acquiring  it. ) 


ALTERNATIVE  LAND  USES 
TO  BE  CONSIDERED: 


1.  Residential/commercial  rehabilitation 
(delete  Church) 

2.  Residential  rehabilitation  (delete 
Chvurch) 


PROPOSED  BRA  DESIGN  CONTROLS: 


Land  Use 


Height 
Min.  Set- Back  Min.  Max. 


Max.  Net  Min.  Parking  Planning  & 
Density       Ratio     Design  Req'ts 


1&2. 


Rehab . 
res./ 
grnd.    fl. 
conun. 


NA 


NA 


15,000    sq. 
ft.    (3    1000 
s .  f . /amt . 
15   units 


B,E 
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SITEi  BRA  Sittt  Office/Baptist  Church 

PARCELSi       PB-1,    SE   74-77 


IMPACT   ASSESSMENT   MATRIX 


RE-USE    ALTERNATIVES 


DELETE   CHURCH 
REHAB    RESIDENTIAL/ 
COMMERCIAL   MIX 


Diaplacegent 


No  displacement  will   reeult  from  either  alternative  as  the  BRA  site  office  is  currently  scheduled 
for   closure. 


Econoiaic   Base   t 
Employment 

Est.    Building  Size  16  units  residential  22  units   residential 

e,000    8q>    ft.    conmercial 


Short-Term  Impacts 


Construction 
Costs 


Construction 

anployment  19,6  person  years  19.6  person  years 


Long-Term  Impacts 


Permanent 
Employment 


Property  Values  t 
Tax  Revenues 


Annual  Property 
Taxes 


Market  Feasibility 


Good  for  Residential  Rehab,  Fewer  than  16-22  units  may  be  desirable,  due  to  small  size  of  existing 
units.  Ground  floor  commercial  is  judged  good,  but  competition  from  Tent  City  and  vehicular  access 
problems  would  reduce  this  to  moderate. 

Community  Facilities 
a  Services 

The  conversion  of  a  vacant  structure  on  Clarendon  Street  into  an  occupied  rehabilitated  building 
reduces  the  buildings'  safety  hazards  with  respect  to  potential  arson.   Releasing  the  church  frca 
planned  acquisition  status  will  enable  the  congregation  to  undertake  needed  rehabilitation  activitle 
with  more  confidence. 
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IMPACT   ASSESSHEI/r    MATRIX    (continued) 


BRA  Site  Offlce/BaptlRC  Church 


DELETE   CHURCH 
REHAB    RESIDEfTTIAL/ 
COMMERCIAL  MIX 


DELETE   CHURCH 
REHAB    RESIDEtfTIAL 


Tranaportatlon 
Parking  Demand 
Trip  Generation 


192-288   trips 


44-66    trips 


Insufficient  space  currently  exists  on  site  to  accommodate  future  parking  needs.  However,  much  of 
this  demand  could  be  satisfied  on-street  under  the  planned  Impelmentatlon  of  resident  only  parking 
restrictions  in  the  neighborhood.  Businesses  *rtilch  need  short  term  parking  and  loading  facilities 
may  be   adversely   Impacted   by   the   closure  of  Clarendon  Street. 


Parks ,  Recreation 


S  Open  Space 


Adoption  of  either  alternative  will  mean  no  new  playground  will  be  constructed  on  the  lit*  for  the  Mackey 
School  as  originally  planned. 


sthetic.  Urban 


Opportunity  to  rehab  church  will  complement  nearby  improvementa  to  Boston  Center  for  the  Arts,  and 
older  residential  row  houses,  which  are  all  within  historic  district. 

Rehab  residential  will  upgrade  older  residential  character  of  area. 


Each  will  satisfy  expressed  community  needs  -  the  expansion  of  housing  opportunities  and  the  expansion 
of  neighborhood  retail  establishments. 


Consistency  with 


The  rehabilitation 
ground  floor  commei 
front  of  the  site. 


)f  the  structures  1 
:lal  Is  possibly  in 


siatent  with  the  Columbus/Tremont  reconstruction  but 
stent  with  the  planned  closure  of  Clarendon  Street  in 


Air  Quality 


Current  air  quality  for  the  no  build  case  will  be  upgraded  by  1987  due  to  implementation  of  Federal 
Exhaust  Emission  Control  standards. 

1987  air  quality  with  both  of  the  proposed  uses  will  meet  federal  standards. 


Site  is  near  noise  monitoring  station  SE-6  of  the  1975  City  of  Boston  Noise  Survey.  Noise  levels  at 
this  station  met  federal  (FHWA)  standards.   Both  of  the  proposed  projects  will  result  in  less  than 
IdBA  increase  in  noise;  thus  noise  will  be  maintained  at  an  acceptable  level. 


Urban  Ecology 

Entire  site  is 


red  with  bulldlngsi  thus  no  disruptlo 


al  systems  will 


BRA  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 


Reaidential  Rehab  is  the  preferred  aitorn 
site:  (1)  probable  competitive  devolopcien 
liveries  and  customere,  and  (3)  the  odver 
story  residential  uses. 


ive.  Three  factors  detract  fr 
at  Tent  City,  (2)  vehicular  ac 
impact  which  ground  floor  com 


retail  development  on  the 
as  problems  for  both  de— 
rclal  would  have  on  upper 
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EXISTING      DATA       SUMMARY 


PARCEL    CLUSTER: 


PARCEL  NUMBERS: 


LOCATICN: 


Victory  Gardens 

P6-A 

Entire  parcel  bordered  by  Tremont, 
East  Berkeley,  Shawmut  and  the  alley 


SIZE; 

OWNERSHIP; 

CURRENT  USE; 

PERMITTED  LAND  USES  UNDER 
THE  URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN 

DEVELOPMENT  STATUS: 


ALTERNATIVE  LAND  USES 
TO  BE  CONSIDERED; 


47,000  sq.  ft. 
All  BRA -owned 
Victory  gardens 

Park 

The  parcel  was  originally  included  in  the 
plans  for  widening  of  East  Berkeley  Street. 
However,  this  widening  is  no  longer  planned. 
There  is  no  developer  designation  for  the 
parcel. 

1.  Victory  garden  with  improvements 

2.  New  residential 
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PROPOSED  BRA  DESIGN  CONTROLS: 


Height     Max.  Net  Min.  Parking  Planning  & 
Land  Use       Min.  Set-Back  Min.  Max.    Density       Ratio     Design  Req'ts 


2.    New   res.  Z  25       50  40    D.U.s/  Z  B,C,D,F,DD 

acre   =   40 
D.U.s    X 
1000: 
40,000 
sq.    ft. 
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SITE:      Victory  Gardens 
PARCELS:       P-6A 


IMPACT   ASSESSMENT   MATRIX 


RE-USE   ALTERNATIVES 


NEW    RESIDENTIAL 


Economic  Base  s 
Employment 

Est.    Bvilldiny    Siz 


40,000    sq.    ft. 
40   units 


Short-Term  Impacts 
Construction 


Construction 
Employment 


53. 5  person  yea 


Long-Term  Impacts 


Permanent  - 
Employment 


Property  Valu 


Market  Feasibility 


New  residential  development  on  parcel  is 
judged  as  fair  in  market  feasibility  due 
to  the  following  two  reasons:  (1)  oppo- 
sition is  likely  to  face  a  developer  due 
to  the  wide  spread  support  which  the 
gardens  enjoy  In  the  community,  (2)  the 
location  suffers  from  its  frontage  on  a 
high  traffic  volume  street. 


Crimniunlty  Facilities 
i   Services 


Street  reconstruction  on  East  Berkeley  may  be  needed. 
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IMPACT   ASSESSMEtfT    KATRIX    (c 


Victory  Gardens 


IMPACT 
CATEGORIES 


NEW  RESIDENTIAL 


VICTORY  GARDENS 
WITH  IMPROVEMENTS 


Transportation 


Parking  Demand 
Trip  Generation 


28-40 
80-120 


NA 


The  Berkeley  Street  Victory  Gar 
widening  of  Berkeley  Street.  1 
current  goal  of  downgrading  Ber 
Width  alight  make  it  difficult  t 
with  maximum  development.  Tran 
is  in  need  of  repair. 


re  created  on  a  cleared  parcel  intended  originally  for  the 
ernative  is  no  longer  under  consideration,  in  view  of  the 
treet  aa  a  croeatown  street.   The  narrowness  of  the  parcel's 
cQodate  sufficient  off-street  resident  parking  on  th«  site, 
vice  and  street  systems  are  adequate,  though  Berkeley  Street 


esidential  alternative  would  result  in 
Ximination  of  the  largest  and  most  utiliz 
ity  garden  in  the  South  End. 


Strong  support  for  the  continu- 
ation of  the  gardens  has  been 
expressed  by  area  residents  In 
view  of  the  importance  of  the 
gardens  to  gardeners. 


New  housing  must  be  designed  to  fit  in  with 
older  residential,  new  residential,  and  im- 
provements to  Tremont  Street. 


If  upgraded  gardens  can  enhance 
residential  character. 


Both  alternatives  would  be  consistent  with  the  character  of  the  conununity,  in  view  of  the  origin 
tial  nature  of  the  site.   However,  the  Victory  Garden  alternative  would  facilitate  great 
hesion.   Currently  the  gardens  serve  as  a  coouoon  neighborhood  meeting  ground  for  widely  divers 
residents. 


Each  alternative  is  broadly  consistent  with  the  goals  of  the  T 
tation  goal  oC  downgrading  the  service  level  of  Berkely  Street 


ction  and  the  transpor- 


Air  Quality 


Current  air  quality  for  the  no  build 
Exhaust  Emission  Control  standards. 


will  be  upgraded  by  1987  due  to  implementation  of  Federal 


1987  air  quality  with  both  of  the  proposed 


federal  standards. 


Site  is  not  near  any  locations  where  noise  monitoring  has  been  accomplished. 
sites  in  other  South  End  locations  with  comparable  traffic  volumes,  noise  le 
standards. 


However,  at  moinitoring 
els  exceeded  federal  (PHWA) 


Small  in 
signlfic 


ase  in  traffic  will  result  in 
(<ldfiA)  change  from  existing 


No  increases  in  traffic  will  be 
generated  by  this  project,  so  no 
effect  on  existing  noise  levels 
will  occur. 


Urban  Ecology 


Displacement 
man-planted 
wildlife  ass 


of  li-  acres  of  managed, 
egetdtion  and  habitat  for 
elated  with  it. 


Continued  use  of  area  for  managed f 
man-planted  vegetation  and 
habitat  for  urban  wildlife 
associated  with  it. 


BRA 

PREFERRED   ALTERNATIVE 

erred   a 

terna 

tlVB    is   a 

combination  of 

the   tk 

a  both 

lew  housing 

and  coatinuad 

gardens 

In    thl 

c»ae   the   pref 

are  cle< 

used   desirable 

on   the 

site. 

In  order 

to   accomplish 

this,    V 

ew 

lousing 

could  be  cc 

nstructed  st 

both  ends 

of    the 

parcel   thereby 

utlllt 

ng   va 

luable   fr 

3ntage  on  Tremo 

nt   St. 

and 

Shawmut  Ave.      Thii 

would   furthe 

r  contrl- 

bute   u  visual   contln 

ulty  on 

those 

Ijnportan 

t  arterial   streets. 

PenuD< 

nt   garden,   with    Impro 

resents   such  as 

fencing  would 

occupy 

the 

mlddl. 

portion  of 

this  parcel. 

D* pending 

upon    f 

nal    dev.lopaen 

t   plans 

hous 

ing  would 

occupy  from   30 

-50%  oi 

th 

a  sit.  with  the  bal 

ance  raaaining                        { 

coomun 

ty   gardens. 
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EXISTING      DATA      SUMMARY 


PARCEL    CLUSTER: 


PARCEL   NUMBERS: 


LOCATION : 


Franklin  Institute  Lot 

7 

443-497  Tremont  Street  and  9-19  East 
Berkeley  Street,  south  of  Appleton 


SIZE: 


OWNERSHIP: 


CURRENT  USE: 


PERMITTED  LAND  USES  UNDER 
THE  URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN 


DEVELOPMENT  STATUS: 


31,040  sq.  ft. 

All  BRA-owned 

Approximately  two  businesses  and  three 
families  in  existing  buildings  eligible 
for  relocation  benefits.   The  Police 
Department  is  currently  using  part  of 
the  site  for  parking. 

In  stitut ional 

The  Franklin  Institute,  which  has 
tentative  designation,  recently  siibmitted 
a  plan  developed  by  their  Architect,  Sy 
Mintz,  to  the  BRA.   The  plan  calls  for 
development  in  stages,  and  would  include 
an  underground  building  on  Berkeley  St. 
with  automotive  stalls  and  landscaping 
on  top. 
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ALTERNATIVE  LAND  USES 
TO  BE  CONSIDERED: 


1.  Institutional  use  -  Franklin  Institute 
Expansion 

2.  Parking  -  surface  or  structure 

3.  Retail  commercial 


PROPOSED  BRA  DESIGN  CONTROLS: 


Height     Max.  Net  Min.  Parking  Planning  & 
Min.  Set- Back  Min.  Max.    Density       Ratio     Design  Req'ts 


Land  Use 


1.  Inst. 


25   50 


NA     Conditional   B,C,F 


2. 

Parking 

Surface 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Structure 

Z 

30 

50 

10  0  cars 

400-700    Conditional    B 
cars 


3.  Retail/comm. 


12   40 


Conditional   B 
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SITE;      Franklin   Inatltute   Lot 
PARCELS:      Parcel   7 


IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX 


RE-USE  ALTERNATIVES 


INSTITUTIONAL 
(1  story  ) 


PARKING 

1.  Surface  Lot 

2.  Structure 


COMMERCIAL 
1.      Floor/area 
(I   Btory) 


All  but  the   alternatlvea  except  contlnu 
Police   Department's   leased  parking. 


Economic  Bas 
Employment 


□uld  result  In  the  dlspla 


Both  structured  parking  and  commercial  development  could 
potentially  result  in  the  displacement  of  two  businesses 
and  three  families  housed  in  existing  buildings  If  the 
entire  parcel  is  developed. 


Est.  Building  Siz 


64,000    sq.    ft. 


Alt.    1   -   40,000    sq.    ft. 

(100   spaces) 
Alt.    2   -    160,000-280,00   sq.    ft. 
(400-700  spaces) 


1  -    31,040   sq. 

2  -    62,040    sq. 


Short-Term   Impacts 


Construct! 
Qnployment 


1  -  5107,000 

Alt. 

1 

-  5   993,280 

2  -  $2,140,000-53,745,000) 

Alt. 

2 

-  51,986,560 

1  -  3.34  person  years 

Alt. 

1 

-  31  person 

2  -  66.9-117  person  years 

Alt. 

2 

-  62.1  perso 

Long-Term   Impac 


Permanent 
Employment 


5    jobs    (maximuni) 


1-2    jobs 
2-5    jobB 


31    jobs 
62.1    jobs 


$5,542 
$110,952-5193,991 


1  -    $49,664 

2  -   $99,328 


Market  Feasibility 


A  parking  structure  is  rat 
poor  due  to  the  high  asso- 
ciated costs  which  would 
result  in  uncompetitive 
rates.   Continuation  of  a 
surface  lot  is  rated  good. 


Good  for  a  free- 
standing 10,000 
SPGLA  building  but 
represents  an  under- 
utllization  of  the 
land. 


Connunity  Facilitie 
&  Services 


Would  take  parking  away 
from  the  District  4 
police  station 

Would  expand  a  private 
institution  which 
provides  job  training 
for  Inner  city  youth 


Mould  help  satisfy  parking 
needs  for  local  user  groups, 
including  residents,  busi- 
nesses, police  and  the 
Franklin  Institute 


Would  take  parking 
lots  away  from  the 
lots'  current  users 
(District  4  police 
department  and 
Franklin  Institute) 
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IMPACT  AabKaSMKNT  MATKIX  (c 


Pranklin  Inatit 


INSTITUTIONAL 


PARKING 

1.  Surface  lo 

2.  Structure 


CCMMERCIAL 

1.  1  Story 

2.  2  Stories 


Transportation 
Parking   Demand 


Would  depend  upon 
nature  of  uaers 


Alt.    1  -  23-62  spaces 
Alt.    2   -   47-124   spaces 


Trip  Generation 


Would  depend  upon 
the  nature  of  user 


Alt 


409-613  tripe 
818-1227  trips 


Currently  this  portion  of  the  city  falls  under  the  EPA  mandated  parking  freeze  which  stipulates  that 
new  parking  can  only  be  built  to  replace  existing  spaces*  resulting  in  no  new  net  increase.   Exceptions 
are  sometimes  made  for  residents'  parking.   Accordingly,  a  general  use  parking  facility  may  be  both  a 
traffic  generator  and  a' violation  fo  the  ban.   The  lot  is  relatively  well  situated  for  commuter  parking 
due  to  its  proximity  to  the  Back  Bay  and  downtown  employment  generators. 


Under  the  Columbus  Avenue 
plan,  access  to  the  lot  will 
be  possible  only  from  Appelto 
Street.   Neck  downs  will  be 
constructed  at  the  inter- 
section of  Appleton  and 
Columbus,  and  sidewalks  will 
be  widened. 


Commercial  uses  would 
probably  rely  heavily  on 
walk-in  patronage  since 
the  site  is  located  on  a 
major  pedestrian  route 
between  downtown  and  the 
South  End.   Frequent  bus 
service  exists  along 
Tremont  Street. 


Recreation 


Institutional  and  com 
major  arterial  of  Tre 
such  as  BCA. 


would  be  more  compatible  with  the  mixed  character  of  the  area  which  includes: 
older  residential,  new  residential  at  Castle  Square,  and  historic  structures 


The  parking  lot,  as  it  pres- 
sently  exists,  is  somewhat  in- 
compatible with  the  existing 
land  uses  in  the  area.   Area 
residents  expressed  the  desire 
to  require  landscaping  to  scree 
any  parking  use  on  the  site. 
Particular  exception  was  taken 
to  the  storage  of  junk  cars  on 
the  site  by  the  Institute. 


Retail  commercial  use  would 
enhance  the  character  of 
the  community,  followed 
by  institutional  expansion 
if  sensitively  designed. 


Consistency  with 


The  ccmmercial  alternatives  are  generally  m 
Tremont  Street  reconstruction  project — the 


t  compatible  with  the 
rface  lot  is  least  so. 


ciliary  development  goals  of  the 


will  be  upgraded  by  1987  due  to  implementation  of  Federal 

Air  quality  for  a  parking  structure 
may  exceed  federal  standards  (1985) 


any  location  where 


other  South  End  locations  with  comparable  traffic 

Small  increase  in  traffic 
will  result  in  no  signifi- 
cant (<ldBA)  change  In 
existing  noise  levels. 


□nitoring  has  been  accomplished*   Howeve 


onitoring  sites  in 


IS,  noise  levels  exceeded  federal  (FHWA)  standards* 

Increase  in  traffic  with  park-  Small  increase  in  traffic 

ing  structure  may  result  in  will  result  in  no  signi- 

Bignificant  change  in  existing  ficant  (<ldBA)  change  in 

noise  levels  in  (KdBA).  existing  noise  levels. 


Urban  Ecology 


Entire  site  is  covered  by  paved  parking  lot  or  buildings  except  for  a  small  stretch  along  the  edge  of  the 
pavement  between  the  parking  lot  and  the  Franklin  Institute  building.  Ttiia  area  is  in  natural  urban  vege- 
tation and  may  be  dlaplaced,  but  it  covers  less  than  1/2  acre  and.  is  thus  of  minor  significance. 


BRA 

PREFERRED 

ALTERNATIVE 

ion  is  the  preferi 
enhancement  of  the 
ally  underground, 

neighborhood. 

ed  alternative. 

area  by  relocatl 
extensively  landa 
for  atudents  to  c 

Plans  which 
ng  auto  mech 
caped  buildi 
ongregate,  a 

the  Franklin 
anicB  classes 
ng.   This  fac 
id  thus  mi  tig 

Institute 

illty  will 
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eta  and  sur- 

further 
impact 
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should  r* 
face  lot 
provide 
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onat  EKpans 
suit  In'TTT 
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EXISTING  DATA  SU^4MARIES  AND  DETAILED  IMPACT  ASSESSMENTS 


FOR  PARCELS  IN  QUANDRANT  3 


Major  Parcels  in  Quandrant  Three 


C^kV^MT   J> 


p-lfr 


•  Hup  MOTORS  ^tre 
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EXISTING      DATA      SUMMARY 


PARCEL   CLUSTER: 


PARCEL   NUMBERS: 


LOCATION : 


First  National  Site 

P-16 

Washington,    Dedham,    Shawmut,    Pelham 
Streets 


Blackstoi] 
Sq. 


Jlffhington  St.   elevated  re" 


iloc. 


ST 


SIZE: 


OWNERSHIP: 


CURRENT   USE: 


PERMITTED    LAND    USES    UNDER 
THE   URBAN    RENEWAL   PLAN 


DEVELOPMENT    STATUS: 
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\  I  I 


ii 


168,592  sq.  ft. 

Only  small  portions  acquired  by  BRA. 

The  Shawmut  Ave.  portion  of  the  parcel 
consists  of  vacant  BRA  owned  land  and  a 
gas  station,  while  the  portion  along  Wash- 
ington St.  consists  of  the  former  First 
National  (now  the  ABC  Market),  an  attached 
5  story  building  with  ground  floor  commer- 
cial and  24  apartment  units.   In  addition 
to  the  First  National,  the  parcel  contains 
a  pharmacy,  fxineral  home,  and  empty  store 
front. 


Originally  institutional  use.   Changed  (see 
BRA  memo  of  January  21,  1971)  to  allow 
residential,  ground  floor  commercial, 
parking,  public  mall  or  plaza. 

ETC  (IBA)  is  the  designated  developer  for 
this  parcel,  which  is  part  of  Phase  II  of. 
Viviendas  La  Victoria.   Twenty  (20)  of 
the  197  units  proposed  for  Phase  II  are 
planned  for  the  upper  portion  of  P-16,  and 
9  parking  spaces.   Considered  for  reuse  is 
only  the  Washington  St.  portion  of  the  parcel. 


P-16 


Present  IBA  plans  call  for  retention  of  the 
buildings  presently  housing  the  ABC  Food 
Market  and  the  adjacent  building  with  two 
commercial  tenants,  a  vacant  storefront, 
and  24  residential  units  (see  detailed  plan 
below) . 


PHk 


INQUILINOS  28AUG.'78 

BORICUAS  EN 
ACCION 


ALTERNATIVE  LAND  USES 
TO  BE  CONSIDERED: 


1.  Plan  designation  to  IBA 

(New  residential/new  commercial) 

2.  Delete  commercial  structures  on 
Washington  Street. 


PROPOSED  BRA  DESIGN  CONTROLS: 


Height     ^4ax.  Net  Min.  Parking  Planning  & 
Min.  Set-Back  Min.  Max.   Density       Ratio     Design  Req' ts 


Land  Use 


1&2 .  New  res . 
(&  gmd. 
fl.  comm.) 


25    50 


40  D.U.s/ 
acre 


B,C,D,F,N,BB, 
DD 
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SITS:      First  National   Site 
PAPCELS:       P-16 


IMPACT   ASSESSMENT   MATRIX 


RE-USE   ALTERNATIVES 


NEW    RESIDENTIAL/ 
GROUND   FLOOR  COMMERCIAL 
ON    WASHINGTON    STREET 
FRONTAGE 


DELETE/ 

DO  NOT  ACQUIRE 

WASHINGTON  STREET 

FRONTAGE 


Dieplacement 


Economic  Base  6 


alternative  would  displace  3 

esses  and  approximately  24  households. 


Est.  Building  Siz 


51  residential  unite 
28,099  sq.  ft.  commercial 


{24  residential  units, 
3  businesses  existing] 


Short-Term  Impacts 


Construction 
Employment 


-Term  Impacts 

Permanent 
Employment 


Tax  Revenues 


(Food  Hkt.-  29-32  jobs  (est) 
Drug  Store  -  5  jobs  (est) 
Funeral  Home  -  5  jobs  (est)] 


Har)tet  Feasibility 


he  parcel  is  rated  as  poor  for 
etall  due  to  the  high  costs  as 
onstructton.   The  site  is  not 
ts  limited  size  and  parking. 
«ke  the  site  unattractive  for 


Bll 


ho 


rket  rate  housing  development  and  ground  floor 
iated  with  relocation,  site  clearance  and  new 
ulted  for  a  full-sized  food  store  because  of 
ndlng  uses,  even  after  the  removal  of  the  El, 
ing  development  with  25%  or  less  subsidy. 


Community  Facilities 
t   Services 

Public  Improvement  along  Washington  Street  such  as  sanitary  sewers,  storm  sewers  and  street  resurflng  along 
Washington  Street  are  needed  and  could  be  included  as  part  of  the  Transit  Replacement  Service  Project  along 
Washington  Street. 


of  5170,000  X  tax 


of  S258/1000 
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IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX  (continued) 


Flrat  National  Site 


IMPACT 
CATEGORIES 


DELETE/ 

DO    NOT   ACQUIRE 


Transportation 
Parking  Demand 
Trip  Generation 


57-107 

410-655 


Approx*    12  of£-atreet 

parking  spaces  exist  at  the 

rear  of  the   former  First  National 

building. 


The  area  la  heavily  oriented  toward  transit  and  pedestrian  modes  and  consequently  parking  needs  are 
considerably  lower  than  elsewhere  In  the  city.  Washington  Street  is  currently  well  serviced  by  both 
bus  routes  and  elevated  Orange  Line  service.   Nonetheless,  the  12  off-street  spaces  at  the  rear  of 
the  First  National  are  insufficient  to  handle  parking  need  associated  with  alternative  1. 


Waahingto 
service . 


Street  will,  within  five  years,  see  the  "El"  removed  and  replaced  by  frequent  street  le 


Parks ,  Recreation 


Recreational  resources  available  to  new  residents  include  the  Blackstone  Community  School,  Blackstone 
and  Franklin  Squares,  Peters  Park  and  the  Rotch  Playground.   In  addition,  recreational  uses  may  be 
developed  in  the  triangle  of  land  to  the  rear  of  the  Blackstone  School  formed  by  the  recent  relocation 
of  West  Oedham  Street  directly  adjacent  to  the  parcel. 


Aesthetic ,  Urban 
Design  &  Hiatorlc 


New  residential  contributes  to  existing  residential  character  of  Shawmut. 
St.  connector  has  Improved  the  visual  environment  around  the  parcel.  The 
to  Washington  Street  will  have  a  major  Impact  on  the  urban  design  setting 
of  urban  design  study  of  Washington  Street. 


Recent 
)f  this  parcel. 


tlon  of  the  West  Dedham 
ice  and  improvements 
Parcel  should  be  part 


The  construction  of  a  new  building  at  the  site  would  serve  to  enhance  the  character  of  the  community  while 
the  deletion  of  the  proposed  acquisition  would  maintain  the  existing  character  of  the  area.  It  is  highly 
probable  that  the  character  of  the  Washington  Street  area  will  undergo  change  and  upgrading  through  prlvat 
market  forces  once  the  Orange  Line  is  relocated. 


with 


Both  alternatives  are  broadly  consistent  with  the  goal  of  upgrading  the  Washington  Street 
the  relocation  of  the  Orange  Line. 


through 


ive 


Air  Quality 


The  first  alterni 
involve  public  secto 
ment  in  land  clemanc 
tion  and  subsidy  for 
construction. 


1987  air  quality  will  meet 
federal  standards. 


Deletion  of  the  parcel 
would  mean  the  retention 
of  existing  buildings  in 
relatively  poor  condition 
to  await  possible  unsub- 
sidized  renovation  in  the 
future,  following  the  "El" 
relocation. 


Current  air  quality 
for  the  no  build  case 
will  be  upgraded  by 
1987  due  to  implementa- 
tion of  Federal  Exhaust 
Control  Standards. 


Site  is  near  noise  monitoring  station  SE-5  of  the  1975  City  of  Boston  Noise  Survey.  Noise  levels  at 
this  station  exceeded  federal  (FHWA)  standards.   The  proposed  project  will  have  no  significant  (<ldBA) 
istlng  noise  levels. 


effect 
Urban  Ecology 


No  natural   urban  vegetation  or  wildlife  habitat  exists  on  the   sit 
the   use   proposed. 


BRA   PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 


displacement  will  result  from 


Delete/Do  Not  Acquire  la  the  BRA's  preferred  alternative.  The  previous 
the  building  and  demolition  was  the  facilitation  of  IBA  Phase  II.  Sine 
Washington  St.  portion  of  the  parcel,  acquisition  and  demolition  of  the 
is   not    judged   necessary. 


justification  of  acquisition  of 
I  IBA  has  dropped  plans  for  the 
18  buildings 
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EXISTING      DATA      SUMMARY 


PARCEL   CLUSTER: 


PARCEL   NUMBERS: 


LOCATION : 


Harrison/East  Dedham 
54,  54A 

East  Canton,  Harrison,  Wareham  (including 
East  Dedham  and  Plympton)  west  of  Albany 
Street 


SIZE; 
OWNERSHIP: 


114,272    sq.    ft. 

Partial   BRA  ownership    (see   detailed 
map) 
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54,    54A 


DETAILED      MAP 

BRA    OWNED 
TT^    NOT    ACQUIRED 


-Hf 


Currently  occupied  by  two  businesses. 
There  are  no  residential  tenants  and  a  sub- 
stantial portion  of  the  site  is  vacant.   A 
small  community  garden  exists  on  Harrison 
Avenue. 


PERMITTED  LAND  USES  UNDER 
THE  URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN: 

DEVELOPMENT  STATUS; 


Residential,  Institutional,  Commercial 

United  Community  Housing,  Inc.  was  designated 
as  the  tentative  developer  in  1967  for  about 
200  units  of  subsidized  housing. 

One  of  the  businesses,  Ginsberg  Junk,  has 
asked  to  remain  on  the  site. 


ALTERNATIVE  LAND  USES 
TO  BE  CONSIDERED : 


1.  Plan  designation  for  new  residential 

2.  Industrial 
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54,  54A 
PROPOSED  BRA  DESIGN  CONTROLS: 


Height     Max.  Net  Min.  Parking  Planning  & 
Land  Use       Min.  Set-Back  Min.  Max.    Density       Ratio     Design  Req'ts 


1.  New  res.  S.E.U.R.P.  25        50  40  D.U.s/  Z  B,C,D,F,M 

acre,   2.5 
acres  = 
100  units  X 
1000   sq.    ft. 
=   100,000 

2.  Industrial  S.E.U.R.P  12        40  FAR  =   1        Conditional        B,C 


147 


SITE:   HarrlBon/East  Dedham 
PARCELS:   54,  54A 


IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX 


RE-USE  ALTERNATIVES 


NEW  RESIDENTIAL 
(PLAN  DESIGNATION) 


INDUSTRIAL 


Displacement 

Two  buainessas  and  a  small  victory  garden  would  be  displaced. 


Economic  Base  S 
Employment 

Eat.  Building  Siz 


100  units 
(100,000  sq.  ft.) 


114,272  aq.  ft. 
(FAR:1) 


Short-Tenn  Impacts 


Construction 
Coats 


Construction 

Employment 


$4,280,000 
134   person 


73.9  person  year 


Long-Term  Impacts 


Permanent 
Bnployment 


Property  Values  6 
Tax  Revenues 


Annual  Property 
Taxes 


Market  Feaalbillty 


The  housing  alternative  is 
considered  poor  In  market 
feasibility.   A  housing 
development  would  require 
full  subsidy. 


As  an  industrial  site  the  parcel  is  rated  as 
fair  for  assisted  private  industrial  investment. 
Much  of  the  parcel's  feasibility  depends  upon 
the  closing  of  the  two  cross  streets.   In  order 
to  accomodate  the  needs  of  a  new  industry, 
particularly  parking  and  truck  access,  a  scaled 
down  development  la  recommended  in  the  range 
of  a  single-etory  30,000  sq.  ft.  building  which 
would  constitute  an  investment  of  S.6  million 
exclusive  of  land  and  equipment* 


CoTununity  Facilities 
&  Services 


Sewer  and  drain 
while  street  rec 


econstruction  may  be  needed  for  East  Dedham,  Plympto 
nstruction  may  be  needed  for  Harrison  Avenue. 


Traffic  generated  by  the  develojMnent  alter 
station,  and  might  have  an  adverse  effect 


s  could  impair  acces 
Cathedral  rfoueing^ 


nd  Wareham  Streets 


for  the  Har 
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IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX  (continued)  Harrlson/Eaet  Dedham 


CATEGORIES                NEW  RESIDENTIAL  INDUSTRIAL 

Transportation 

Parking  Demand          70-100  228-457 

Trip  Generation          200-300  "572-1029 

The  large  size  of  the  parcel  would  enable  substantial  off-atreet  parking  generated  by  the  land  use 

alternatives  to  be  accommodated  on  site,  provided  that  the  industrial  development  is  substantially 
scaled  down. 


The  site  is  relatively  near  the  Washington  Street  transit  service. 


Its  location  within  a  largely  industrial 
area  and  within  close  proximity  to  the 
Expressway  should  help  reduce  potential 
conflicts  between  delivery  truck  access 
and  residential  neighborhoods. 


Parke,  Recreation 
a  Open  Space 

Both  alternatives  would  eliminate  a  email  victory  garden 

The  residential  alternative  would 
generate  new  users  for  nearby 
parks,  particularly  Rotch  and 
Peters  Park. 


Aesthetic,  Urban 
Design  s  Historic 
Values 


The  site  Is  outside  the  historic  district,  but  la  near  the  Cathedral  of  the  Holy  Cross.  While 
residential  use  is  compatible  with  Cathedral  housing  and  E.  Canton  Street  rowhousee.  It  is  less 
compatible  with  the  largely  Induatrlal/commerclal  character  of  the  Harrison/Albany  Street  area. 


The  Industrial  alternative  Is  more  consistent  with  the  existing  character  of  the  area  east  of  Harris 
than  the  residential  alternative,  although  residential  streets  can  be  found  throughout  the  largely 
industrial  area* 

Consistency  with 
Plans 


Air  Quality 

Current  air  quality  for  the  no  build  case  will  be  upgraded  by  1987  due  to  implementation  of  Federal  Exhaust 
fiDlaslon  Control  standards.   1987  air  quality  with  both  of  the  proposeds  uses  will  nteet  federal  standards. 


Site  Is  near  noise  monitoring  station  SE-7  of  the  1975  City  of  Boston  Noise  Survey.   Noise  levels  at  this 
station  exceeded  federal  (FHWA)  standards.   Both  of  the  proposed  uses  will  result  in  no  significant  (KdBA) 
effect  on  existing  noise  levels. 

Urban  Ecology 

Loss  of  approximately  2   acres  of  urban  vegetation  and  a  small  victory  garden. 


BRA  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 


Industrial  Alternative  is  the  BRA* a  preferred  alternative.   Itiis  Is  consistent  with  the  surrounding  uses 
and  the  communities  expressed  desire  to  develop  more  employment  opportunities.   This  parcel  also  provides 
one  of  the  few  large  tracts  of  land  which  oould  accommodate  a  large  developer  of  either  a  new  or 
expansion  of  existing  small  businesses. 
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EXISTING      DATA      SUMMARY 


PARCEL   CLUSTER: 


PARCEL   NUMBERS: 


Hub  Motors   Site 
PB-12 


LOCATION : 


Corner  of  Washington  and  Waltham 
(existing  building  at  1283  Washington 
Street) 


SIZE: 


OWNERSHIP : 


CURRENT  USE; 


PERMITTED  LAND  USES 

UNDER  THE  URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN: 


DEVELOPMENT  STATUS: 


67,619  sq.  ft. 

BRA-owned  vacant  land,  privately  ovmed 
building  and  land. 

The  existing  building  is  occupied  by  the 
HUB  Motor  Car  Co.,  Inc.,  a  Chrysler- 
Plymouth-Valiant  automobile  dealer 


Elementary  School  and  Playground 

This  parcel  was  originally  intended  for  the 
new  Williams  School.   However,  due  to  de- 
clining enrollments,  this  new  facility  is 
not  included  in  any  of  the  current  School 
Dept.  plans,  including  the  Unified  Facili- 
ties  Plan  submitted  to  the  court  in  1977. 
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PB-12 


ALTERNATIVE  LAND  USES 
TO  BE  CONSIDERED: 


1.  New  commercial 

2 •  Rehab  commercial 

3.  New  residential 

4.  Delete,  do  not  acquire 


PROPOSED  BRA  DESIGN  CONTROLS: 


Land  Use 


Height     Max.  Net  Min.  Parking  Planning  S 
Min.  Set-Back  Min.  Max.    Density       Ratio     Design  Req'ts 


1.  New 

commercial 


12         40  FAR:  1 


Conditional     B 


2 .    RehcQ} . 

commercial 


NA 


NA 


Conditional  B,E 


3.  New 

residential 


Wash:    20 


25        50 


40   D.U.s/ 

acre 

60  units  X 

1000    sq.    ft. 

=  60,000    sq. 

ft. 


B,C,F,DD 
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SITEi   Hub  Motors  Slta 
PARCELS:   FB-12 


IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX 


RE-USE  ALTERNATIVES 


REHAB 
COMMERCIAL 


NEW 
RESIDENTIAL 


DELETE 

DO  NOT  ACQUIRE 


Displacement 

Under  all  but  the  (and  possibly  the  rehab)  delete  alternative  the  existing  site  occupantf  Hub  Motor  Car  Co. 
would  be  displaced. 

Economic  Base  s 
Employment 


Est.  Building  Size 


67 , 619 
(PAR:1) 


29,687    sq.    ft. 


60   units 
60,000    sq.    ft. 


Short-Term  Impacts 


Construction 
Costs 


Constructlo 
Employment 


$2,163,808 
67.6  person 


$633,224 
19.8  pers 


$2,568,000 

80.3  person  years 


Long-Term   Impacts 

Permanent 
Qnployment 


5   jobs 


Property  Valu 


Annual   Property 

Taxes  $108,190 


[Actual 
$35,0001 


Mar)iet  Feasibility 

The  parcel   is   rated  as    fair   for   retail   usages,   and  poor   for  new  residential   usage,    due  to  surrounding 
incompatible  uses.      As   a   retail    investment   the  parcel  will   face   competition   froot  other  parcels  nearby 
once   the  El    is   removed;    a   situation  which   suggests   the   need  to  comprehensively  plan  the   Washington   St. 
corridor.      In  order  to  accomodate  parking  needs   and   to  avoid  environmental  problems,    the   new  retail 
construction  alternative   should  be    scaled-down  to  a  23,000   sq.    ft.    building,    requiring  an   Investment 
of  $.9  million. 


Needed   sewer,    drain  and   street 


nstruction  may  be   included   In  the  transit  replacement   service  project. 
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IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX  (c 


DELETE 

DO  NOT  ACQUIRE 


Parking  Demand 


[ Approximately  12  off- 
street  parking  spaces 
exiatingl 


Trip  Generation 


Parks,  Recr 


Minimal  due  t 
inactive  nata 
the  building 


In  order  to  accomodate  parking  needs  generated  by  alternatives  1,  2  &  3  on 
site,  the  magnitude  of  the  development  would  need  to  be  significantly  scaled 
down.   Such  scaling  down  would  also  enable  the  development  to  comply  with 
noise  and  air  quality  regulations. 


The  residential 
alternative  could 
add  some  users  to 
Peter' s  Park. 


Loading  and  storage  areas  could  have 
adverse  aesthetic  impact  on  Peter's 
Park. 


Aesthetic,  Urban 
Design  s  Hlstori 


Parcel  should  be  part  of  study  of  urban  design  future  of  Washington  Street 


Commercial  uses  are  compatible  with 
major  arterial,  Washington,  and 
industrial/commercial  character  of 


Residential  alter- 
native may  be  ad- 
versely effected 


Significant 
No  effect 


industrial  us 


Each  of  the  alternatives  is  In  general  consistent  with  the  mixed  use  character  of  the 
community  in  this  portion  of  Washington  Street.   Alternatives  ls2  would  expand  retail  and 
employment  opportunities  in  the  area,  while  Alternative  3  would  expand  the  housing  stock. 
Each  of  these  three  alternatives  would  serve  to   strengthen  the  economic  viability  of  the 
area  more  than  maintenance  of  the  existing  low  intensity  use  which  has  little  relationship 
to  the  adjoining  area. 


Air  Quality 


Cocnjibercial  use  is  con- 
sistent with  the  joint 
development  goals  of 
replacement  transit 
service  along  Washington  St. 


1987  air  quality  with 
the  project  may  exceed 
federal  standards  for 
eight  hour  averages  of 
CO.  One  hour  CO  and 
NO  will  meet  standards. 


Residential  usage 
may  be  adversely 
effected  by  new 
transit  service 
along  Washington  St> 


Maintains 
an  existing 


Current  air  quality  for 
the  no  build  case  will  be 
upgraded  by  1987  due  to 
implementation  of  Federal 
Exhaust  Emission  Control 
standards. 


Site  is  near 
Survey.   Noia 


ring  station  SE-5  of  the  1975  City  of  Boston  Noise 
this  station  exceeded  federal  (FHWA)  noise  standards. 


Urban  Ecology 


Will  cause  an  increas 
of  2dBA  in  standard 
peak  L,^  noise  level. 


of  less  than  1/4 
of  urban  vegata- 


Will  cause  an  increaa 
of  IdBA  in  standard 
peak  L,„  noise  level. 


No  significant  (<ldBA) 
effect  on  existing 
noise  levels. 


Thle   project   Involves 

Loss  of   1 

rehabilitation  of    ex- 

acre  of   u) 

isting   structures,   so 

vegetatlo 

will   resvat   In  no   loss 

of  urban  vegetation. 

3RA    PREPERAED    ALTERNATIVE 

erred  alternative.      Althouqh   under-utilized  at   prese 

nt,    this   alte 
means   that  other 
o   be   accomplished, 
unda  ia  therefore 

Delete/do  not   acquire    la    the   pre 

would   be   costly   to   acquire.      The 
more    important   activities   would   r 
No    pressing    need    to    aaeembla    thlE 
not   warranted. 

severe    limitations  of    remaining   urban    renewal    funds 
ot   be   completed    if   acquisition  of    this   parcel   were   t 
alte   has   been   demonstrated   and   the   expenditure  of    f 
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MAJOR      PARCEL 


EXISTING      DATA      SUMMARY 


PARCEL   CLUSTER: 


PARCEL   NUMBERS: 


Rollins  Street  Site 
32C 


LOCATION : 


Washington,  Savoy  Street,  Harrison 
Avenue,  Waltham  Street 


y!CiQ\W 


SIZE: 


OWNERSHIP: 


CURRENT   USE: 


102,564    sq.    ft. 

Mainly  BRA-owned,  several  parcels 
privately  owned 

Vacant  land  and  six  remaining  buildings 
(only  two  of  which  are  BRA-owned) .   An 
estimated  11  households  live  on  the 
site.   There  are  no  business  tenants; 
however,  the  site  contains  a  drop- in 
alcoholic  treatment  center  for  women. 


154 


32C 

PERMITTED  LAND  USES  UNDER 

THE  URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN;  Institutional 

DEVELOPMENT  STATUS;  The  Archdiocese  of  Boston  was  designated 

as  the  developer  of  this  parcel  in  1967 
for  use  as  an  athletic  field  for  the  High 
School.   No  detailed  plans  have  been 
submitted  to  the  BRA  to  date. 


ALTERNATIVE  LAND  USES 

TO  BE  CONSIDERED:  1.   Athletic  field 

2 .   Commercial  and  industrial 

PROPOSED  BRA  DESIGN  CONTROLS: 


Height     Max.  Net  Min.  Parking  Planning  & 
Land  Use       Min.  Set-Back  Min.  Max.    Density       Ratio     Design  Req' ts 


1. 

Recreation 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

G6 

2. 

Comm./ 
Indiis. 

Savoy: 20 
Harris.; 20 
Waltham:20 
Wash.:20 

12         40 

FAR:  2 

Conditional 

B,C,S 
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SITE:      Rollins  Street  Site 
PARCELS:       32C 


IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX 


RE-USE  ALTERNATIVES 


RECREATIONAL 
(Athletic  Field) 


SMALL  SCALE 

COMMERC lAL/INDUSTRIAL 


Dlaplacament 

Up  to  11  households  could  be  displaced  along  with  an  alcoholic  treatment  center  for 


Economic  Base  & 

Employment 

Est.    Building   Siz 


Park  size/entire  parcel 
102.564   sq.    ft. 


Industrial    (FAR:2)    102,564  sq.    ft. 

Small   scale  commercial    (FARi2)i       102,564   sq.    ft. 


Short-Term   Impacts 


Constructio 
^nployment 


11.2  person  years 


169.9  person   years 


Long-Term    Impacts 


Permanent 

&nployment 


Property  ValjJes  & 
Tax  Revenues 


Annual  Property 
Taxes 


Market  Feasibility 


The  maximum  level  of  developnent  identified  is 
not  desirable  either  from  a  market  feasibility 
point  of  view  or  from  a  parking  and  environmental 
impact  point  of  view.   I^e  recommended  maximum 
feasible  developments  are  as  follows:  retail 
use  -  35*  coverage  factor,  36,000  sq.  ft.  with 
an  investment  of  SI. 4  million;  industrial  use, 
30%  coverage  factor,  30,000  aq.  ft.  representing 
a  $.6  million  investment.   The  parcel  is  judged 
as  fair  for  assisted  private  industrial  develop- 
ment and  as  fair  for  retail  development.   The 


Community  Facilities 

&  Services 


Public  improvements  which  may  be  needed 
near  the  site  include:   (a)  new  water 
lines  on  Savoy  Street,  (b)  new  sewer  and 
drain  lines  on  Washington  Street  and 
Waltham  Street. 
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IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX  (continued) 


Street  site 


RECREATIONAL 
(Athletic  Field) 


SMALL  SCALE 
COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL 


Traneportatlon 

Par)«ing  Demand  Mlnlnal  281-607 

Trip  Generation  1691-2638 

The  Rollins  Street  Site  Is  located  adjacent  to  Washington  Street  transit  service.  Sufficient  land  exists 
on  Bite  to  accommodate  off-street  par)clng  demands  generated  by  either  alternative,  only  1^  the  developmen 
(alternative  2)  is  substantially  scaled  down  as  indicated  in  the  market  feasibility  section. 


Recreation 


The 


atic 


Ing  demand  a 
principal  us 
High  School 
school  teams 
in  school  bu 


nal  alternative 
e  very  little  par)t- 
nce  the  facility's 
rs  would  be  Cathedral 
tudents  and  other 
who  would  arrive 


The  recreational  alternative 
would   supplement  two  existing 
nearby  recreational  facilities, 
the  Rotch  Playground  (currently 
used  by  Cathedral  High  teams) 
and  Peter's  Park. 


Traffic 
pedestr 
Park. 


Parcel  should  be  part  of  urban  design  study  of  Washington  St. 


Open  space  would  enhance  Cathe- 
dral School  buildings  but  not 
relate  to  particular  residential 
area.   Somewhat  Inconsistent 
with  industrial/commercial  and 
major  arterial  character  of 


Consistent  with  industrial/c 
and  major  arterial  character 


Community 
Character 


Both  alternatives  would  enhance  the  character 
site  as  it  now  exists.   The  commerclal/industr 


t   the  largely  vacant  character  of  the 
nsistent  with  the  traditional  land  use 


in  the  area 


to  expressed 


xpanded  job  oppor 


nltles  in  the 


Consistency  with 
Plans 


While  neither  alternative  is  inconsistent  with  existing  plans,  the  comr 
consistent  with  the  developinent  goals  of  the  transit  replacement  servlc 


»l/lndustrlal  a 
c    the  Washingto 


Air  Quality,  Nois 
Urban  Ecology 

Air  (Juality 


Current  air  quality  for  the  no 
build  case  will  be  upgraded  by 
1987  due  to  Implementation  of 
Federal  Exhaust  Emission  Control 


1987  air  quality  may  exceed  feder 
standards  for  eight  hour  averages 
CO.  One  hour  CO  and  NO  will  mee 
standards. 


Site  is  near  nol 
Survey.   Noise  1 

This  proposed  us 
In  no  slgnlflcan 
existing  noise  1 


onltorlng  station  SE-S  of  the  1975  City  of  Boston  Nols 
s  at  this  station  exceeded  federal  (FlIWA)  standards. 


will  cause  an  In 
standard  peak  L 


of  3  dBA  In 


Urban  Ecology 


BRA  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 

view  of  the  market 

feasibility  issues  discussed  above,  either 

Small  Scale  Commercial/and  or  Industrial  -  In 

retail  or  Industrial  or  a  combination  of  each 

is  recommended  for 

the  site.   Tlie  recreational  alternative 

is  judged  less  desirable  in  view  of  the  proxln 

Ity  of  the  site  to 

the  Rotch  Playground  and  Peter's  Park,  both 

of  which  adaquataly  aarva  extatlng  raaldantla 

popul at lonn . 
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MAJOR      PARCEL:       EXISTING      DATA      SUMMARY 


PARCEL   CLUSTER: 


PARCEL   NUMBERS: 


LOCATION: 


Washington/Laconia  Street 

31,  31B,  31A-2 

Washington,  East  Berkeley,  Harrison 
Laconia 


SIZE: 


OWNERSHIP: 


CURRENT  USE; 


Total : 
31 


117,730  sq.  ft. 


-  73,470  sq.  ft. 
31B  -  28,630  sq.  ft. 
31A-2  -  15,630  sq.  ft. 

Partly  BRA-owned;  partly  privately- 
owned  (see  detailed  map) 

Part  of  the  site  is  vacant  land. 
The  remaining  buildings  contain 
about  10  businesses  in  BRA-owned 
property  and  about  three  in  property 
which  is  still  privately  owned. 
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31,    31B,    31A-2 


DETAILED      MAP 


'"^■^    IT^T  n    '  ,1    ^^^j^    ^    [     II  |~   >o^ 


BRA  OWNED 
1^^  NOT  ACQUIRED 


PERMITTED  LAND  USES  UNDER 
THE  URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN: 


DEVELOPMENT  STATUS: 


Light  industrial,  commercial 

The  entire  parcel  was  originally  desig- 
nated for  light  industrial  and  commercial 
land  uses  in  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan.   At 
the  request  of  Mr.  Thomas  Bethoney,  owner 
of  the  Red  Fez  Restaurant,  the  BRA  consid- 
ered and  approved  a  subdivision  of  Parcel 
31  to  provide  for  off-street  access  and 
parld.ng  for  the  restaurant.   ( See  BRA 
Memoranda  dated  Sept.  9,  1971  and  Nov.  8, 
1973 ) .   The  restaurant  has  been  authorized 
to  proceed  with  parking  on  parcel  31a-lf  a 
new  restaurant  extension  and  parking  are 
planned  for  Parcel  31A-2. 

In  a  February  20,  1975  Memorandum,  the 
BRA  authorized  the  subdivision  of  Parcel  3 IB, 
and  designated  Mr.  Herbert  S.  Collin, 
trustee  of  Collin  Trust  currently  doing 
business  as  the  Collin  Box  Company  on 
Berkeley  and  Bristol  Streets  as  the 
Redeveloper  of  31B.   Subsequently,  the 
Collin  Box  Company  withdrew  their  plans. 
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31,  31B,  31A-2 

No  developer  has  been  designated  for  parcels. 

At  least  one  of  the  remaining  buildings  on 
Washington  Street  has  serious  structural 
problems . 


ALTERNATIVE  LAND  USES 
TO  BE  CONSIDERED: 


1.  Combined  reheJsilitated  and  new  commercial 
and  industrial  uses 

2.  New  commercial  uses 

3.  New  industrial  uses 


PROPOSED  BRA  DESIGN  CONTROLS: 


Height     Max.  Net  Min.  Parking  Planning  & 
Min.  Set-Back  Min.  Max.    Density       Ratio     Design  Req' ts 


Land  Use 


1 .  Rehab .  & 
new  comm. 
&  indus . 


Wash.:  20 
Fay:    10 


12    40       NA     Conditional   B,E,S 


2.  New  comm. 


Wash.:  20 
Fay:    10 


12    40     FAR: 2    Conditional   B,C,S 


3.   New  indus. 


Wash.:    20 
Fay:         10 


12        40  FAR: 2  Conditional        B,C,S 
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SITE;      Waahinqton/Laconla   Street 
PARCELS;       31,     31B,    31A-2,    SE-98 


IMPACT   ASSESSMENT    MATRIX 


RE-USE    ALTERNATIVES 


NEW   COMMERCIAL 


NEW    INDUSTRIAL 


Up    to    3    businesses 
could   be    displaced 


Alternatives  2S3  could 
businesses,  10  in  BRA 
property. 


suit   in   displacement  of    13 
ed  property  and  3   in  private 


Economic   Base    & 


Est.    Building    Si 


Short-Terra   Impacts 
Construction 


Construotio 
Einployment 


210,550    sq.    ft.  235, leo    sq.    ft. (Maximum) 

(commercial   and    Industrial)       (commercial) 

(41,000    aq.    ft.    most    feasible 


$6,146,768  $6,357,420 

182.1    person   years  198.7   person   years 


235,460  sq.  ft. (Maximum) 

(Industrial) 

(35,000  sq.  ft.  most  feasible 


154. 5  person  yea 


Long-Term  Impa 


Annual  Property 

Taxes  $348,798 


Mar)tet  Feasibility 


The  parcel  ia  rated  as  moderate 
for  assisted  private  industrial 
development.   The  parcel  has  poor 
configuration  and  access.   Because 
ttte  present  ownership  is  fragmented, 
unaaaiated  rehabilitation  cannot 
feasibly  talte  place.   The  parcel 
benefits  from  good  acceaa  to  an 
under  and  unemployed  labor  force. 
Rehabilitation  of  retail  and  office 
uae  ia  rated  fair. 


If  the  site  were  fully  cleared  and  aasemblad 
for  develotaiant  a  parcel  of  117,300  aq.  ft. 
would  emerge.   The  moat  practical  Bcala  of 
new  developaent  would  be  as  followa:   for 
commercial  uae,  baaed  on  a  35*  coverage 
factor,  41,000  sq.  ft.  of  apace  with  develop- 
ment coatB  of  $1.6  millioni  for  industrial 
use,  based  on  a  30»  coverage  factor,  35,000 
sq.  ft.  of  space  with  developnent  coats  of 
$.7  million,  for  office  uae  75,000  aq.  ft. 
of  leasable  apace  could  be  developed  at  a 
coat  of  $2.6  million. 


New  aewer  and  drain  reconatruction  along  Waahington  Street  and  new  lighting  and  atreet  reconatructlon  may 
be  needed,  and  could  be  undertalten  in  conjunction  with  the  replacement  aarvlce  project. 
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IMPACT  ASSESSHENT  MATRIX  (c 


Washington/ Lac 


COMBINED  REHAB  AND  NEW 
COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL 


NEW  COMMERCIAL 


HEW  INDUSTRIAL 


Transportation 


Parking  Demand 


Trip  Generatio 


1985-3096 


3108-4662 


1 177-2119 


Some  off-street  parking  demand  and  loading  and  unloading  space  needs  can  be  accommodated  in  the 
rear  or  Harrison  Avenue  portion  of  the  parcel.   Under  Alt.  1,  this  could  be  achieved  through  selected 
demolition;  under  alternatives  2s3,  this  could  be  achieved  through  site  plan  design.   In  addition,  on 
and  off  street  parking  is  relatively  ample  near  the  site.   The  site  is  beside  Dover  Street  Station 
and  a  high  proportion  of  the  employees  at  the  manufacturing  plant  on  the  site — fidelity  Sportswear — 
either  walk  to  work  or  use  transit. 

Parks,  Recreation 


Design  sensitivity  could  minimize 
to  Peter's  Park,  and  on  aesthetic 


which  truck  traffic  could  ha 


Aesthetic,  Urban 
Design  S  Historic 


Parcel  should  be  part  of  urban  design  study  of  Washington  Street 

Rehab  preserves  historic 
character  of  corner,  mail 
tains  nineteenth  century 
etreetscape. 


Both  new  construction  alternatives  would  eliminate 
nineteenth  century  buildings  Including  bowfront  facade 
on  Washington  Street. 


Each  alternative  maintains  the  commercial  and  Industrial  character  of  the  area.   Alternative  1 
helps  community  cohesion  by  preserving  the  mixed  industrial/commercial  nature  of  the  parcel  and 
by  preserving  jobs  and  businesses  which  employ  local  residents. 

Consistency  with 
Plane 


The  pennitted  land  uses  under  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  are  light  industrial  and 
the  proposed  reuses  are  therefore  consistent  with  the  plan. 


cial  and  all 


Both  new  construction  alternatives  are  potentially  inconsistent  with 
the  city's  economic  development  objectives  of  business  retention, 
particularly  manufacturing. 


Current  air  quality  for 
the  no  build  case  will 
be  upgraded  by  1985  due 
to  implementation  of 
Federal  Exhaust  Emission 
Control  standards. 


1987  air  quality  with 
the  project  may  exceed 
federal  standards  for 
eight  hour  averages  of 
CO.   One  hour  CO  and 
NO  will  meet  standards. 


1987  air  quality  with  the 
project  may  exceed  federal 
standards  for  eight  hour 
averages  of  CO.   One  hour 
CO  and  NO  will  meet 


1987  air  quality  with 
the  project  will  meet 
federal  standards. 


Site  is  near  noise  monitoring  SE-7  of  the  1975  city  of  Boston  Nois 
exceeded  federal  (FHWA)  noise  standards. 

will  cause  an  Increase 
of  IdBA  in  standard 
peak  L, „  noise  level. 

Urban  Ecology 

Loss  of  approximately  one  acre  of  natural  urban  vegetation  and  wildlife  habitat 


at  this  static 


Will  cause 

an 

increase 

No  significant  (<ldBA) 

of  2dBA  in 

St 

indard 

effect  on  existing 

peak  L    n 

ois 

■  level. 

noise  levels. 

BRA  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 


Combined  Rehab  and  New  Commercial/Industrial  is  recommended  for  several  reasons.   Alternatives  2  and  3  would  result 
in  significant  social  and  economic  costs  resulting  from  the  displacement  of  13  businesses  and  demolition  activities. 
The  probable  new  development  on  the  site  would  be  far  less  intensive  than  that  which  is  now  existing.   Selective 
acquistion  and  clearance  or  rehabilitation  would  increase  the  economic  viability  of  existing  and  new  commercial  and 
industrial  uses  on  the  site,  and  would  increase  both  employment  and  tax  revenues  collected  from  the  parcel.  Selec- 
tive acquisition  would  also  enhance  dovalopment  prospects  with  a  minimum  expenditure  of  dwindling  urban  renewal  funds. 
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SITE:   Harry  the  Greek  BlocV 
PARCELS:   P6B 


IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX 


RE -USE  ALTERNATIVES 


IMPACT 
CATEGORIES 


REHAB  RESIDENTIAL 


REHAB  RESIDENTIAL/ 
GROUND  FLOOR  COMMERCIAL 


Displacement 


Displaced  under  this 
alternative  would  be 
existing  businesses, 
tavern  and  Harry  the 
Greek's  clothing  stor 


Possible  temporary  reloca- 
tion of  Harry  the  Greek's 


Economic  Base  S 
Employment 

Est.  Building  Slz 


21   units 
7,700    sq.    ft. 


Short-Term  Impacts 


Constructio 
Bnployment 


24.9  person  yea 


Long-Term  Impacts 

Permanent 
Bnployment 


Market  Feasibility 


The  buildings  are  rated  fair 
for  residential  development  due 
to  three  factors,  including: 
(1)  existing  structural  problems 
in  the  buildings,  (2)  the  heavy 
traffic  of  E.  Berkeley  Street, 
and,  (3)  noise  generated  by  the 
El  which  will  continue  until 
the  El  is  removed. 


The  parcel  is  rated  as  moderate  In 
feasibility  for  retail 
possibility,  the  parce 
the  transition  from  th. 
service  along  Washingt^ 


arket 

As  a  retail 

lay  suffer  during 

1  and  replacement 

Street. 
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IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX  (continued)  Harry  the  GreeV  BlocV 


Transportation 

Parking  Demand  20-28  23-36 

Trip  Generation  56-84  trips  154-237  trips 

While  the  site  currently  haa  a  mlniiEum  of  off-street  parking,  significant  amounts  of  parking,  both  on  and 
off  the  street  are  located  near  to  the  site.   The  site  is  located  adjacent  to  the  present  Dover  Station  of 
the  Orange  Line  and  will  continue  to  be  close  to  good  transit  service  following  the  implementation  of 
replacement  service  along  Washington  Street. 

Parks,  Recreation 
&  Open  Space 

Sensitivity  in  planning  will  be  required  to  insure  that  traffic  and  loading  activities  in  the  rear  and  front 
of  the  building  do  not  impair  pedestrian  access  to  either  Peter's  Park  or  the  Berkeley  Street  Victory  Gardens. 
Also  could  have  adverse  aesthetic  impacts  on  Peter's  Park. 

Aesthetic,  Urban 


Parcel  should  be  part  of  urban  design  study  of  Washington  Street. 

Residential  relates  well  to  Commercial  uses  are  consistent  with 

Peter's  Park  behind,  but  not  area's  industrial/commercial 

to  heavily  traveled  E.  Berkely  character. 
Street. 


Community 
Character 


The  current  status  of  the  buildings,  primarily  vacant  and  boarded,  exercise  a  negative  effect  on  the  community. 
The  introduction  of  new  residential  and/or  retail  activities  would  contribute  to  a  greater  sense  of  security  for 
persons  en  route  to  and  from  Dover  Station.   The  retail/residential  alternatives  would  be  consistent  with  the 
previous  usage  of  the  buildings. 


Each  alternative  is  generally  consistent  with  both  the  goals  of  the  urban  renewal  plan,  and  with  those  of  the 
transit  replacement  service  planning  effort.   Each  would  provide  needed  new  development  in  the  Washington  Street 
corridor.   Ground  floor  commercial  would  help  maxljnlze  value  recapture  potential  associated  with  existing  and 
future  transit  service  along  Washington  Street. 


Air  Quality 


Current  air  quality  for  the  no  build  case  will  be  upgraded  by  1987  due  to  implementation  of  Federal 
Exhaust  Emission  Control  standards,  1987  air  quality  with  both  of  the  proposed  uses  will  meet  feder 
standards. 


Site  Is  near  noise  monitoring  station  SE-7  of  the  1975  City  of  Boston  Noise  Survey.  Noise  levels  at  this  stati 
exceeded  federal  (FHWA)  noise  standards.  Both  of  the  proposed  uses  will  result  in  no  significant  (<ldBA)  effec 
on  existing  noise  levels. 

Urban  Ecology 

Both  projects  involve  rehabilitation  of  existing  buildings  so  will  result  in  no  loss  of  natural  urban  vegetatio 
or  wildlife  habitat. 


BRA  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 

tlve  for  the  pare 

el 

in  vie 

w  of 

both  developer 

Inter 

'St 

Rehab  Residential/Commercial  1b  the  preferred  alterna 
and  the  desirability  of  maintaining  mixed  uees. 
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EXISTING      DATA      SUMMARY 


PARCEL   CLUSTER: 


PARCEL   NUMBERS: 


LOCATION : 


Harry  the  Greek  Block 
P6-B  (SE-59  through  SE-66) 
Shawmut,  East  Berkeley,  Washington 


81A  E. 


Berkeley 
Berkeley 
Berkeley 
Berkeley 
Berkeley 
Berkeley 
Berkeley 


712  sq. 
1447  sq. 
1397  sq. 
1397  sq. 
1397  sq. 
1397  sq. 
1417  sq. 
1435  sq. 


ft. 
ft. 
ft. 
ft. 
ft. 
ft. 
ft. 
ft. 


OWNERSHIP: 


All   BRA-owned    (see   detailed  map) 


Detailed  Map 
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P6-B 


CURRENT  USE: 


Some  vacant  buildings;  two  existing 
businesses  including  Harry  the  Greek 
(Dover  Bargain  Store),  a  used  clothing 
business,  and  a  vacant  parcel. 


PERMITTED  LAND  USES  UNDER 
THE  URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN 


DEVELOPMENT  STATUS: 


ALTERNATIVE  LAND  USES 
TO  BE  CONSIDERED: 


PROPOSED  BRA  DESIGN  CONTROLS: 


Park  (at  one  time  part  of  E.  Berkeley 
widening) 

Initially  this  site  was  part  of  a  large 
playground/park  site  (see  Aug.  1965  Reuse 
Parcel  Map).   However,  a  park  has  been  con- 
structed directly  to  the  rear  of  this  parcel 
cluster,  replacing  the  old  Williams  School. 
The  adjacent  Eight  Streets  Neighborhood 
Association  has  requested  that  the  remaining 
building  have  a  residential  and  commercial 
reuse.   Rehabilitation  costs  are  a  concern, 
particularly  since  some  back  walls  need 
stabilization . 

An  existing  tenant  located  at  75  E.  Berkely 
Street  (Harry  the  Greek)  has  expressed 
interest  in  remaining  and  is  working  on  a 
rehabilitation  proposal  and  has  tentative 
designation  as  the  developer  of  his 
building. 


1.  Rehab  residential 

2.  Rehab  Residential  Ground  Floor 
Commercial 


Land  Use 


Height     Max.  Net   Min.  Parking   Planning  & 
Min.  Set-Back  Min.  Max.    Density       Ratio     Design  Req'ts 


1.    Rehab   res. 
w .    grnd . 
f 1 .   comm.    . 


7   bldgs.    @ 
4   fls.    w. 
700   sq.ft./ 
fl.=   20,000 
sq.ft. 


B,D,E,F 
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EXISTING  DATA  SUMMARIES  AND  DETAILED  IMPACT  ASSESSMENTS 


FOR  PARCELS  IN  QUADRANT  4 


Major  Parcels  in  Quadrant  4 


mVN:^V    4 


'in  rz~/A  n 
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EXISTING      DATA      SUMMARY 


PARCEL   CLUSTER: 


PARCEL   NUMBERS: 


LOCATION: 


Northampton  &  Washington 

R-12A,  R-12B,  33B 

Northampton,  Washington,  Mass.  Ave. 


J-IT 


ru'T 


X 

Ui 


SH^WMUT    ^~ -J     ^  j 


SIZE: 


OWNERSHIP: 


CURRENT    USE: 


PERMITTED  LAND  USES  UNDER 
THE  URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN: 


Total : 


17,155    sq.    ft. 


R-12A  -  22,429  sq.  ft. 
R-12B  -  15,090  sq.  ft. 
33B        -      9,636    sq.    ft. 

R-12A,    R-12B    BRA-ovmed,    33B   HUD-owned. 

Vacant  land  and  one  infill  housing  site 


R-12A  and  R-12B  -  Residential/commercial 
33B  -  Residential 
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R-12A,  R-12B,  33B 


DEVELOPMENT  STATUS: 


There  is  no  designated  developer  for  any 
of  these  sites  at  the  present  time. 


ALTERNATIVE  LAND  USES 
TO  BE  CONSIDERED      : 


1.  New  commercial 

2.  New  commercial/residential  mix 


PROPOSED  BRA  DESIGN  CONTROLS: 


Height     Max.  Net   Min.  Parking  Planning  & 
Min.  Set-Back   Min.  Max.    Density       Ratio     Design  Req'ts 


Land  Use 


1. 

New  comm. 

Z 

12 

40 

FAR:  2 

Coi 

2. 

New  comm. /res. 

Z 

25 

50 

40  D.U.s/ 
acre,  1 
acre  (3 
40  D.U.s  = 
40,000  sq. 

ft 

Conditional   B 


B,C,D,F,DD 


169 


SITE:      Northampton   and   Waahlngt 
PARCELS:       R-12A ,     R-12B,    33B 


IMPACT   ASSES31ENT   MATRIX 


RE-USE    ALTERNATIVES 


IMPACT 
CATEGORIES 


NEW  COMMERCIAL 


CCHMERCIAL/RESIDENTIAL  MIX 


Employment 

Est.    Building    Siz 


94,310  sq.  ft. 
(FAR: 2) 


34  units  residential 
9,000  aq.  ft.  commarcial 


Short-Term  Impacts 


Cons 

truction 

Coat 

Cons 

-ruction 

Elnpl 

Dynient 

Lo 

ig-Term 

Impacts 

Perm 

snent 

Empi 

Dyment 

94. 3  person  yea 


S4.5  person  yea 


Annual  Property 


Market  Feasibility 


fair  for  limited  retail/ 
wholesale  use.   Site  could 
be  integrated  into  E.D.I.C. 
planning  and  marketing  efforts. 
In  order  to  accomodate  parking 
and  avoid  adverse  environmental 
effects,  a  single  story  16,000 
sq.  ft.  building  is  recommended 
at  a  cost  of  S.6  million. 


poor  for  non-fully  subsidized 
housing.  In  order  to  provide 
parking  and  site  amenities,  a 
maximum  of  20  units  i 


May  need  street  reconstruction  on  Parmelee,  Trask,  Washington  and  Harrison, 
lighting  on  Parmalee  and  Trask. 
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IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX  (continued)  Northampton  and  Mashlngton 


SMALL  SCALE 
NEW  COMMERCIAL  COMMERCIAL/RESIDENTIAL 


Transportation 

Parking  Demand  141-283  37-61 

Trip  Generation  1244-1867  163-246 

The  area  has  a  very  low  rate  of  auto  ownerehlp  and  high  rate  of  transit  usage.   The  site  Is  well  serviced 
both  by  crosstown  bus  service  along  Mass.  Avenue  and  radial  transit  service  along  Washington  Street.   Under 
both  alternatives  parking  demand  could  best  be  accommodated  on-site  by  reducing  the  scale  of  the  developient 
as  recommended  in  the  market  feasibility  section  above. 

Parks,  Recreation 


The  residential  alternative  would  bring  new  users  to  nearby  parks  such  as  Derby  Park  and  the  Carter 
Playground. 

Aesthetic,  Urban 
Design  &  Historic 
Values 

Both  alternatives  are  compatible  with  the  mixed  use  commercial/residential  character  of  Washington  Street 
and  Massachusetts  Avenue,  and  later  with  replacement  service  plans.  Parcel  should  be  part  of  urban  design 
study  of  Washington  St. 

Wholesale  commercial  could  New  residential  would  complement  new 

be  incompatible  with  retail  residential  across  the  street  at 

and  residential  character  Northampton  and  Washington, 
of  Washington  St. 


Both  alternatives  would  enhance  the  character  of  the  community,  helping  to  Improve  public  safety  in  the  North- 
ampton Station  area.   The  introduction  of  new  commercial  activity  at  the  corner  of  Washington  St.  and  Mass. 
Ave.,  called  for  under  each  alternative,  would  enhance  community  cohesion  by  providing  needed  new  retailing 
'   t  location,  a  major  transit  point. 


The  Introduction  of  new  retail  and  possible  residential  at  this  Important  corner  supports  the  joint  develop- 
ment objective  of  the  replacement  service  study. 


Air  guality 


Current  air  quality  for  the  no  build  case  will  be  upgraded  by  1987  due  to  implementation  of  Federal 
Exhaust  Emission  Control  standards. 

1987  air  quality  with  the         1987  air  quality  with  the  project  will 

project  may  exceed  federal        meet  federal  standards. 

standards  for  eight  hour 

averages  of  CO.   One  hour 

CO  and  NO   will  meet 

standards'? 


Site  is  not  near  any  locations  where  noise  monitoring  has  been  accomplished.   However,  by  applying  a  traffic 
ratio  to  noise  levels  monitored  at  other  South  End  locations,  it  can  be  assumed  that  federal  (FHWA)  standards 


currently  being  exeeded. 


will  cause  an  Increase  of 
IdBA  in  standard  peak  L, . 
noise  level.  " 


Urban  Ecolog 


Loss  of  approximately  one  acre  of  natural  urban  vegetation  and  wildlife  habitat. 


BRA  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 

New  Commercial  is  the  recommended  alternative.   This  usage  Is  c 
with  the  replacement  transit  service  planned  for  Washington  St. 
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EXISTING      DATA      SUMMARY 


PARCEL    CLUSTER: 


PARCEL  NUMBERS: 


LOCATION: 


Infill  Housing 

RE-7 

West  Springfield,  Shawmut,  Worcester 


L-_J  liXr^^y  |||||/  / 


SIZE: 


OWNERSHIP: 


CURRENT  USE: 


PERMITTED  LAND  USES  UNDER 
THE  URBAN  RENEWF.L  PLAN: 


DEVELOPMENT  STATUS: 


33,000  sq.  ft. 

Owned  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development 

Vacant  land  and  structure  of  infill 
housing 


Residential:   Housing  for  elderly 
or  other  residential  subject  to 
Authority  approval 

The  developer,  D.C.A.,  went  into 
bankruptcy  before  completion  of  the 
building.   The  property  is  currently 
owned  by  the  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development  which  held  the 
mortgage  on  the  property;  the  BRA 
has  requested  that  the  site  be  cleared 
and  turned  over  to  the  BRA  for  reuse. 
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ALTERNATIVE  LAND  USES 
TO  BE  CONSIDERED: 


PROPOSED  BRA  DESIGN  CONTROLS: 


1.  New  park 

2.  New  housing 


Height     Max.  Net  Min.  Parking  Planning  & 
Min.  Set-Back   Min.  Max.  -  Density       Ratio     Design  Req'ts 


Land  Use 


1.  New  park  Z 

2.  New  housing        Z 


NA 


25 


50 


NA 

40  D.U.s/ 
acre  x  .75 
acre  =30 
D.U.s  X  1000 
=  30,000 
sq.  ft. 


NA 


M 
B,C,F,DD 
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SITE:       Infill    Ho 
PARCELS:       RE -7 


IMPACT    ASSESSMENT    MATRIX 


RE-USE    ALTERNATIVES 


IMPACT 
CATEGORIES 


NEW  RESIDENTIAL 


RECREATIONAL  (New  Park  Use) 


Displacement 

None — each  alternative  would  require  the  demolition  of  existing  Infill  housing  foundatio 


Economic  Base  S 
Employment 

Est.  Building  Slz 


30  units 
30,0000  aq.  ft 


33.000  sq.  ft.  {park  size) 


Short-Term  Impacts 
Construction 


Construetlo 

Employment 


40  person  yea 


3.6  person  yea 


Long-Term  Impacts 


Permanent 
Einployment 


Property  Values  & 
Tax  Revenues 


Market  Feasibility 

The  parcel  is  rated  as  fair  for  new  townhouse  development.   This  parcel  would  be  rated 
higher  except  that  the  community  is  likely  to  oppose  this  use  in  favor  of  publically 
assisted  open  space  development  which  has  been  in  planning. 

In  order  to  accomodate  parking  off-street  and  to  provide  space  for  private  gardens, 
a  less  intensive  development  of  approximately  20-30  units  is  recommended.   If  each  town- 
house  is  developed  with  2  units,  than  30  units  and  parking  areas  may  be  achievable. 


Community  Facilitle 
&  Services 


May  need  sewar  and  drain  reconstruction  on  West  Springfield,  Worcester,  Washington  and 
Shawmut,  and  street  reconstruction  on  West  Springfield. 
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IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX  (continued)  IlKlll  HouBing   RE-7 


CATEGORIES  NEW  RESIDENTIAL  RECREATIONAL 

Transportation 

Parking  Demand  2  1-30  Minimal 

Trip  Generation  60-90  Moat  park  users  would  walk 

Neither  alternative  would  significantly  impact  transportation  services. 

Parka,  Recreation 
s  Open  Space 

The  recreational  alternative  would  provide  for  a  new  park  In  a  neighborhood  that  hag  been  seeking 
parka,  while  the  housing  alternative  would  generate  some  additional  park  usage  at  Derby  Park  and 
others. 

Aesthetic,  Urban 
Design  i  Historic 
Values 

Both  uses  are  compatible  with  the  older  and  new  residential  character  of  the  area.   New  residential 
could  be  designed  to  respond  to  the  existing  older  residential  and  historic  character  of  neighborhood. 


The  site  Is  located  adjacent  to  residential 
townhoueea  and  the  Washington  Street 
houalng  for  the  elderly.   Accordingly  It 
will  be  necessary  to  provide  sufficient 
lighting  and  policing  of  a  park  use  on 
the  site  to  minimise  potential  crljne  and 
public  disorder. 

Both  alternatives  would  eliminate  the  blighted  condition  of  the  parcel  and  thereby  help  elevate  the 
character  of  the  neighborhood. 


Air  Quality 


Current  air  quality  for  the  no  build  case  will  be  upgraded  by  1987  due  to  imple 
Exhaust  Emission  Control  standarda. 

1997  air  quality  with  both  of  the  proposed  uses  will  meet  federal  standards. 


Site  la  not  near  any  locations  where  noise  monitoring  has  been  accomplished.   However,  by  applying  a 
traffic  ratio  to  noise  levels  monitored  at  other  South  End  locations,  it  can  be  assumed  that  federal  (FHWA) 
standards  are  currently  being  exceeded. 

No  significant  {<ldBA)  effect      No  significant  (<ldBA)  effect  on  existing 
on  existing  noise  levels.  noise  levels. 


Urban  Ecology 


BRA  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 


Loss  of  less  than  1  acre  of       Loss  of  less  than  1  acre  of  natural 
natural  urban  vegetation  and      urban  vegetation  and  wildlife 
wildlife  habitat.   Replace-       habitat, 
ment  with  man-planted, 
managed  vegetation. 


Recreational  (New  Park  Development)  is  the  preferred  BRA  alternative  in  view  of  the  open  apace  needs 
expressed  by  residents  and  the  under-served  nature  of  this  portion  of  the  South  End  with  respect  to 
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EXISTING      DATA      SUMMARY 


PARCEL    CLUSTER: 


PARCEL   NUMBERS: 


LOCATION: 


MacDonald  Warehouse 
R-11 


Washington  St. 
James  St. 


East  Concord  St. 


SIZE: 


OWNERSHIP: 


CURRENT  USE: 


PERMITTED  LAND  USES  UNDER 
THE  URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN 


DEVELOPMENT  STATUS: 


23,184  sq.  ft. 

All  BRA-owned 

Vacant  warehouse  and  vacant  land 

Residential 

This  site  contains  an  attractive  warehouse 
building.   Headstart  Housing  Associates  was 
designated  in  19  75  as  the  developer  for 
rehabilitation  of  the  building  into  housing 
units.   No  wcrk  has  commenced. 
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ALTERNATIVE  LAND  USES 
TO  BE  CONSIDERED: 


R-11 

1.  Rehabilitation  and  new  residential 
units 

2.  Rehabilitation  for  new  residential 
units,  parking,  and  open  space 


PROPOSED  BRA  DESIGN  CONTROLS: 


Height     Max.  Net  Min.  Parking   Planning  & 
Min.  Set-Back  Min.  Max.    Density       Ratio     Design  Req'ts 


Land  Use 


1.  Res.  rehab. 
&  new  res. 
f 1 .  comm. ) 


25   50 


20  units 
rehab.  + 
44  new 
units  = 
64  units 
total  = 
64,000 
sq.  ft. 


B,E,F,DD 


2.  Res.  rehab, 
parking,  & 
open  space 


NA 


NA 


20  units 


B,E,F 
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SITBi   MacDonald  Warehouse 
PARCELS:   R-11 


IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX 


RE-USE  ALTERNATIVES 


REHAB  AND 

NEW  RESIDENTIAL 


REHAB  RESIDENTIAL 

WITH  PARKING  AND  OPEN  SPACE 


Dlsplacem 


EconomJlc  Base  & 
Employment 

Est.  Building  Slz 


Open   Space 
Short-Term    Impact 


Constructio 
Costs 


Construction 

Elmployment 


64   units   residential 


20   units  residential    (20,000   sq.    ft.) 
40   parking   spaces    (12,000    sq.    ft.) 


4,000    sq.    ft. 


76.7  person  years 


5617, 160 

19  person  years 


Long-TerM  Impac 


Permanent 
Employnent 


ated  as  moderate  for 
construction . 


sidential  development, 


The  prospects  for  the  parcel  will  be  greatly  enhanced  once  the  El 
is  removed  in  5  years  time.   Several  strategies  for  developing  Che 
parcel  exists,  including  subdividing  the  parcel  in  order  to  develop 
the  Warehouse  first  and  leave  the  remainder  for  possible  combination 
with  the  nearby  Washington  and  Rutland  parcels  after  the  El  is  remov 


Community  Facilities 
s.   Services 


Sewer  and  drain  reconstruction  may  be  needed  for  Washington,  E.  Con 
George  Streets. 


Street  reconstr 


ay  be  needed  for  E.  Concord  and  Washington  Str 


The  development  alternatives  will  have  an  impac 
upgrading  the  surrounding  area,  while  adding  ne 
Streets. 


rby  Immaculate  Conception  Church, 
East  Concord  and  St.  George 
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IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX  (continued) 


MacDonald  warehous 


Transportation 
Parking  Demand 
Trip  Generation 


45-64 
128-192  trips 


14-20 
40-60  trips 


There  13  sufficient  space  on  the  parcel  to  accommodate  off-street  parking  needs  under  the 
rehab  residential/parking  alternative,  which  would  generate  a  surplus  of  on-site  parking  which 
help  satisfy  parking  demand  elsewhere  in  the  community. 

The  first  alternative  would  more  significantly  impact  on-street  parking  and  traffic  in  the  area 
fewer  units  are  developed  and  parking  need  be  accomodated  on  site. 


Aesthetic,  Urban 


Alternative  2  would  supplement  the 
local  supply  of  open  space. 


Both  rehab/reuse  alternatives  enable  an  architecturally  attracative  ninetee 
to  be  preserved  through  a  new  use.  The  actual  site  is  adjacent  to  several 
old  South  Burying  Ground,  older  residential  row  houses  and  Washington  Stree 
parcel  should  be  part  of  an  urban  design  study  of  Washington  St. 


a   building 
tings,  the 


ade  the  Image  of  the  neighborhood,  contributing  to 


Each  alternative  is  consistent  with  the  goals  of  rehab/reuse  of  architecturally  significant  structur 
the  expansion  of  the  housing  stock.  The  parking  use  on-site  (alt.  2)  could  be  inconsistent  with  the 
parking  strategy  if  It  Is  used  to  expand  employee  parking  at  the  adjacent  medical  complex. 


Air  guality 


Current  air  quality  for  the  no  build  case  will  be  upgraded  by  19B5  due  to  Implementation  of  Federal 
Exhaust  Emission  Control  standards.   1985  air  quality  with  both  of  the  proposed  uses  will  meet  federal 
standards. 


Site  la  not  near  any  locations 
sites  in  other  South  End  locatt 
standards.   Both  projects  will 


Tionltorlng  has  been  accomplished.   However,  at  monitoring 
parable  traffic  volumes,  noise  levels  met  federal  (FHWA) 
significant  (<ldBa)  effect  on  existing  noise  levels. 


Urban  Ecology 

Loss  of  approximately  1/2 


rban  vegetation. 


BRA  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 

Rehab  Residential  is  the  preferred  BRA  alternative.   In  recognition  of  the  future  potential  of  the 
open  space  portion  of  the  parcel  near  Washington  St.,  several  options  will  remain  open  inloiding  either 
temporary  or  permanent  parking  and  open  space  with  possible  future  new  construction.   The  replacement 
service  should  encourage  eventual  development  of  Washington  St.  side.   In  order  to  accomplish  this 
two  phase  development,  this  parcel  will  have  to  be  divided  for  designation  purposes. 
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EXISTING      DATA      SUMMARY 


PARCEL    CLUSTER: 


PARCEL   NUMBERS: 


LOCATION: 


Rutland  &  Washington 

RC-9,  30,  RD-60 

West   Concord,    Washington    (1567-1631) 
West  Newton,    Shawmut 


SIZE: 


OWNERSHIP: 


Total:       69,90e    sq.    ft. 

RC-9         -   49,232    sq.  ft. 

30  -    15,440    sq.  ft. 

RD-60       -      5,236    sq.  ft. 

Mostly  BRA-owned. 

Parcel    RD-60    is    HUD-owned. 
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RC-9,  30,  RD-60 


CURRENT  USE: 


Vacant  land  (Victory  Gardens  on  30, 
infill  structure  on  RD-60 ) 


PERMITTED  LAND  USES  UNDER 
THE  URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN 


DEVELOPMENT  STATUS: 


RC-9   -  Residential  (upper  floors), 

Commercial  and/or  offices  ( ground 
floor) 

30     -  Commercial  or  office 

RD-60  -  Residential 

Headstart  Housing  Associates  was  designated 
in  1975  as  the  developer  of  RC-9  for  approxi- 
mately 80  housing  units. 

South  End  Building  Systems,  Inc.  received 
tentative  designation  for  Parcel  30  in  1973 
for  development  of  residential  housing. 

.A  mortgage  application  was  submitted  to  MHFA 
along  with  architectural  plans  but  approval 
was  refused  until  a  definite  schedule  for  re- 
moval of  the  Orange  Line  elevated  was  available. 

The  Development  Corporation  of  America  began 
construction  of  housing  on  RD-60  but  declared 
bankruptcy  before  completion  of  the  structure. 
The  BRA  has  asked  HUD,  the  present  owner,  to 
demolish  the  construction  and  transfer  the 
cleared  land  to  the  BRA  for  reuse. 


ALTERNATIVE  LAND  USES 
TO  BE  CONSIDERED: 


1.  New  residential 

2.  New  commercial  retail 

3.  Commercial/residential  mix 


Land  Use 


Height 
Min.  Set-Back   Min.  Max. 


Max.  Net   Min.  Parking   Planning  & 
Density       Ratio      Design  Req' ts 


1.  New  res. 


2.  New  comm. retail 

3.  Comm. /res. mix 


25         50 


12 
25 


40 
50 


40    D.U.s/ 
acre   x.1.6 
acres   = 
64   D.U.s 
X   1000    = 
64,000    sq.ft. 


NA 


40    D.U.s/ 
acre   x.1.6 
acres  = 
64   D.U.s 
X    1000    = 
64,000    sq.ft. 


B,C,D,F,DD 


Conditional      B,C 


B,C,D,F,DD 
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RE-USE    ALTERNATIVES 


SITE:      Rutland   and   Washington   Street 
PARCELS:       RC-9 ,    30,     RD-60 


IMPACT    ASSESSMENT    MATRIX 


COMMERCIAL 


No   displacement   will   result;    the   only 


the  parcels   la 


ry   garden  on   parcel    30. 


Economic    Base    & 
Employment 

Est.    Building    Si 


60,000    sq.    ft. 


60,000    eq.    ft. 


Short-Term    Impac 
Constructio 


Constructi 
Employment 


.3   person   yea 


52, 352, 000 


73 . 5  person   yea 


51,920,000 


60   person   years 


Long-Term    Impa 


Employment  1.2    jobsjobs 


Property    Value 
Tax    Revenues 


Annual    Property 


Market    Feasibility 


Fair    for   new   townhou 
development    upon 
of    the    "El" 


Community    Facili 


Fair    for   ground    floor   retail  Single   story   fr 


May   need    futur 
Streets. 

Also   may   need 


al   of    the    "El". 


standing   retail    la 
more   feasible   than 
mix    use   development 
(alternative    2).    A 
leas   intensive   develop- 
ment  of    17,000    sq.    ft. 
representing   a   5.7 
million   investment    is 
recommended. 


struction   work   on  Washington,    Concord,    Rutland   and  West  Newton 


on   of    Shawmut   Avenue   and   Washington   Streets. 
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IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MATRIX  (continued) 


Rutland  and  Washington  Streets 


NEW  RESIDENTIAL/ 
GROUND  FLOOR 
COMMERCIAL 


COMMERCIAL 


Transportation 
Parking  Demand 
Trip  Generation 


The  site  is  sufficiently  large  to  accommodate  substantial  parking  demand  which  would  be  generated  by  the 
various  alternatives.   The  site  is  situated  adjacent  to  the  Washington  Street  transit  corridor  and  will  be 
affected  by  the  planned  Implementation  of  replacement  service  along  Washington  Street. 


Recreation 


Each  alter 


lative  will  result  in  the  elimination  of  the  victory  garden 
important  focus  for  neighborhood  activity. 


Parcel  30,  which  is 


Design  i   His 


All  alternatives  would  strengthen  the  urban  design  of  Washington  Streetj  the  parcel  should  be  part  of  an 
urban  design  study  of  Washington  St.   Other  key  settings  to  be  considered  in  design  are  older  residential, 
the  squares,  and  the  adjacent  Alexander  Graham  Bell  house. 


Each  alternative  will  help  upgrade  and  strengthen  the  neighborhood  in  the  Franklin  and  Blackstone  Squares 
area.  The  three  alternatives  which  Include  commercial  uses  will  help  satisfy  expressed  needs  for  expanded 
retailing  in  the  area  and  will  contribute  to  community  cohesion. 


Consistency  with 


Thi 


Iternatives  which  prov 
istent  with  the  goal  of  re 
ajor  commercial  thoroughfa 
ervice  planning  process. 


rning  Washington  Street  to 
,  as  expressed  in  the  repla 


Current  air  quality  for  the 
Qnlssion  Control  standards. 


1987  air  quality  with 
the  project  will  meet 
federal  standards. 


build  case  will  be  upgraded  by  1995  due  to  implementation  of  Federal  Exhaust 

ility  with 


1987  air  quality  with 
the  project  will  meet 
federal  standards. 


1987  air 
the  project  may  ex- 
ceed federal  standards 
for  eight  hour  averages 
of  CO.   One  hour  CO 
and  NO   will  meet 
standards. 


Site  is  not  near  any  locations  where  noise  monitoring  has  been 
in  other  South  End  locations  with  comparable  traffic  volumes,  n 


No  significant  KldBA) 
effect  on  existing 
noise  levels. 


Will  cauB>!  an  in 
of  IdBA  in  stand 
peak  L  noise 
level,  but  feder 
standards  will  c 
tlnue  to  be  met. 


No  significant  (<ldBA) 
effect  on  existing 


Urban  Ecology 

Lobs  of  approximately 


of  urban  vegetation.   Loss  of  approximately  1/4 


BRA 

PREFERRED 

ALTERNATIVE 

t 

Is 

the 

mmended  al 

atlve  in 

the 

term 

This 

Is  a  majo 

si 

te. 

Commercla 

1  dcvelopme 

however. 

in  which  a 

ber 

of 

usee 

,  or  even 

mix 

nC    uses, 

are 

comp 

itlble  and  at 

tractive. 

Th 

erefore 

the  BRA  w 

ill  not  for< 

cl 

the 

poi 

sibility  o 

f  re 

sidentia 

1  us 

es  or 

a  mixed  comm 

•rcial/re 

ide 

ntial 

dovelopme 

nt.   It  may 

be 

cess 

ary 

to  re-parc 

ellz 

e  this  s 

Ite 

to  achieve 

this  de 

/elopment 

ob; 

ectlve. 
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EXISTING      DATA      SUMMARY 


PARCEL    CLUSTER: 


PARCEL   NUMBERS: 


Bates   Scnool   Site 
R-10 


LOCATION: 


East  Newton,  Harrison  Avenue,  East 
Brookline 


SIZE: 


OWNERSHIP: 


CURRENT  USE: 


35,490  sq.  ft. 

All  BRA-owned 

There  is  one  structure  currently 
on  the  site  -  the  existing  Bates 
School,  whicn  is  an  architecturally- 
significant  building.   The  building  is 
currently  leased  to  H.O.M.E.,  Inc.  for 
use  as  artiscs'  studios. 

About  eight  or  nine  artists  are 
currently  in  residence.   The  current 
tenants  are  tenants  at  will  (e.g.,  not 
original  residents  at  the  urban 
renewal  project  inception  and  not 
eligible  for  relocation  benefits). 

The  building  appears  to  need  extensive 
repairs  and  has  been  cited  for  code 
violations. 
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PERMITTED  LAND  USES 
UNDER  URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN: 


R-10 


Residential  Rehabilitation 


DEVELOPMENT  STATUS: 


Head  Start  Housing  Associates  was 
the  designated  developer.   The  Bates 
School  is  currently  leased  to  H.O.M.E. 
on  a  conditional  basis. 


ALTERNATIVE  LAND  USES 
TO  BE  CONSIDERED: 


1.  Rehab  residential 

2.  Rehab  artist  studios  or  professional 
offices 

3.  Rehab  residential  and  new  residential 
on  vacant  land 

4.  Rehab  residential  and  recreational 
use  on  vacant  land 


PROPOSED  BRA  DESIGN  CONTROLS: 


Height     Max.  Net   Min.  Parking   Planning  & 
Min.  Set-Back  Min.  Max.    Density       Ratio     Design  Req' ts 


Land  Use 


1.  Res.  Rehab. 


NA 


20,000  sf. 
20  apts.  @ 
1000  sf./ 
unit 


B,E,F 


2.  Rehab, 
offices 


NA 


NA 


20,000  sf.  Conditional   B,E 
NA 


3.  Reh.  res.  & 
New  res .  on 
vacant  land 


25   50 


42  D.U.s 


B,F,DD 


4.  Reh.  res.  & 
Rec.  on 
vacant  land 


NA 


NA 
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SITE:      Batea  School   Site 
PARCELS:       R-10 


IrtPRCT    ASSESSMENT    MATRIX 


RE -USE   ALTERNATIVES 


REHAB 
OFFICE/ STUDIO 


REHAB 

RESIDENTIAL/ 
NEW 
RESIDENTIAL 


REHAB 

RESIDENTIAL/ 
RECREATION  ON 
VACANT  LAND 


The  a-9  arti 
eligible  for 


at  will  and  consequently 


Est.    Building    Si 


20    units 
20,000    sq.    ft 


20,000  sq.  ft. 


42  units 
42,000  sq.  ft. 


20  units 
15,490  sq.  ft. 

recreation 


Short-Term  Impacts 


Constructi 
Employment 


18   person   yea 


5280,000    (studio) 

5720,000    (Maximum 

office) 


51,797,600 
56.2   person   yea 


19.7  person  yea 


Long-Term   Impact 


Permanent- 
Employment 


9    (studio) 
80    jobs    (maximum 
Office) 


Annual    Property 

Taxes  515,000 


5  7,000  (studio) 

548,000  (f^ximum 

Office) 


et  Feasibility 

The   site   is  rated  as  poor  in   feasibility  for  both  marliet  rate  rehab  housing  and  new  construction. 
A  major  problem  is   that  the  developnent  would  constitute   the  only  residential   use   in  the   imme- 
diate area  other   than  the  adjacent  Cathedral  public  housing  project.      Non-mar)tet  rehabilitation 
activities,    however,   might  be  possible   such  as  a   government-assisted  rehabilitation  program 
for   artist   residential    occupation  or   participation   by   the    local    hospitals    in   rehabilitation 
for  medical  offices. 


Community  Facilitie 
&  Services 


Sewer  and  drain  reconstruction  may  be 
of  Harrison  Avenue  and  East  Newton  al 
by  additional  traffic  and  par)cinq. 


eded  on  East  Newton  and  St.  George  Streets.   The  reconstruction 
may  be  needed.   Immaculate  Conception  Church  would  be  impacted 
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IMPACT    ASSESSMENT    MATRIX     (c 


REHAB 
OFFICE/ STUDIO 


REHAB 

RESIDENTIAL/ 
NEW 
RESIDENTIAL 


REHAB 

RESIDENTIAL/ 
RECREATION  ON 
VACANT  LAND 


Parking  Demand 
Trip  Generation 


There  is  s 
by  the  fir 


14-20 

9    (studio) 
20-30    (Office) 

30-42 

40-60 

20-30    (Studio) 
120-160    (Office) 

84-126 

nt   land   on 
reuse  alte 

the   site 
rnatives. 

to   acconunodate   a    substar 

tial 

portion  < 

14-20 
40-60 


Most  of  the  users  of  the  proposed  recreational  facilities  {Alt.  3) 
local  employees  who  would  probably  walk  to  the  site. 


uld  be  eithe 


&  Open  Spa 


sign  &  Histori 


The  inclusion  of 
recreational  facilities 
such  as  tot  lots  or 
tennis  courts  at  the 
site  would  help  satisfy 
neighborhood  needs . 


intersection  of  several  urban  design  settings:   institutional,  new  residential,  squares,  industrial/ 
and  historic  building.   All  would  help  upgrade  image  and  activity  around  Franklin  and  Blackstone  Squar 


Rehab  preserves  key  building  in  his 
torically  significant  area. 


New  residential 
sensitive  to  chu 
to  squares. 


The  rehab/reuse  alternatives  maintain  the  existing  fabric  of  th 
continued  usage  of  the  school  building  by  artists.  While  the  n 
highest  housing  resource,  construction  employment  and  property 
the  neighborhood . 


ity  and  provide  for  the  possible 
ruction  alternative  would  provide  the 
fits,  it  would  alter  the  character  of 


preservation  goals. 


with  housing  and  economic  developnent  objectives,  and  with  South  End 


Current  air  quality  for  the  no  build  case 
will  be  upgraded  by  1987  due  to  implementation 
of  Federal  Exhaust  Emission  Control  standards. 
1987  air  quality  with  all  of  the  proposed  uses 
will  meet  federal  standards. 


Site  is  not  near  any 
traffic  ratio  to  nois 
(FHWA)  standards  are 
ficant  (<IdBA)  effect 


evels  monitor 
rently  being 
existing  noi 


monitoring  has  been  accomplished.  However,  by  applying  a 
other  South  End  locations,  it  can  be  assumed  that  federal 
All  projects  proposed  for  this  site  will  result  in  no  slgni- 


Urban  Ecology 


nese  uses  will  in 
nisting  structure 


rehabilitation  of 
will  result  in  no  1 


OSS  of  approximately 
/4  acre  of  urban 


Maintains 
urban  vega 


3RA    PREFERRED    ALTERNATIVE 

native.      T^ere  is  strong 

Because    the   new  construe 

>n   should   remain   open   as   v 

tion 
ell. 

unity   support 
element 
This  would 

Rahab   Residential/New   Reeidential    is    the   BRA   preferred   alte 

for    this   alternative   as    It   accomplishes   preservation  goals, 
may   not   be   achievable    in    the    near   term,    the    recreation  optic 
be  compatible  with  a  residential   use   tor   the  parcel. 
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IMPACT  OF  FINANCIAL  SETTLEMENT  ON 
MINOR  PARCELS 

For  the  purposes  of  this  assessment  the 
remaining  renewal  parcels  have  been 
divided  into  two  groups,  major  parcels 
and  minor  parcels.   The  assessment 
process  has  concentrated  on  reviewing 
nineteen  major  parcels  for  the  selection 
of  alternatives  and  the  identification 
of  impacts.   The  nineteen  parcels  were 
selected  for  indepth  treatment  for 
several  reasons. 

1 )  A  detailed  and  meaningful  review 
of  the  more  than  200  BRA  Reuse  Parcels 
would  not  have  been  feasible  in  view  of 
the  constraints  of  time  and  resources 
available. 

2)  The  parcels  were  sufficiently 

large  so  that  alternative  reuse  decisions 
would  have  more  than  just  a  localized 
impact. 

3)  Sufficient  questions  existed  about 
the  reuse  of  these  parcels  to  justify  an 
indepth  assessment  of  alternatives. 

The  minor  parcels,  those  not  falling 
into  the  above  categories,  are  suited  to 


an  assessment  by  type.   Minor  parcels 
can  be  grouped  in  several  ways ,  according 
to  ownership,  BRA-owned,  or  scheduled 
for  acquisition  but  not  acquired; 
according  to  current  use,  such  as  vacant 
land  or  a  building,  either  occupied  or 
unoccupied.   A  full  inventory  of  the 
minor  parcels  follows  in  this  section. 
It  includes  the  following  data  on  each 
parcel:   parcel  number,  location, 
neighborhood,  size,  ownership,  develop- 
ment status,  and  permitted  usage. 

Grouping  parcels  together  assists  the 
BRA  in  formulating  policies  for  the 
disposition  of  minor  parcels,  and  helps 
involve  the  community  in  that  decision- 
making process  in  a  meaningful  and 
manageable  way.   For  example,  the  BRA 
with  the  community  might  decide  upon 
the  sale  of  small  BRA-owned  vacant 
land  to  neighborhood  associations  for 
development  as  neighborhood  owned  and 
maintained  pocket  parks.   These  reuse 
alternatives  are  intended  as  illustra- 
tions of  both  the  types  of  minor  parcels 
and  the  range  of  possible  disposition 
alternatives.   The  following  list  is 
intended  to  identify  possible  reuse 
strategies  for  minor  parcels: 


Parcel  Type: 


Reuse  Alternatives: 


Impacts/Issues; 


1:   SCHEDULED  FOR  ACQUISITION/NOT  ACQUIRED  (building  and/ 
or  land) . 


b. 


Delete  from  plan/ do  not  acquire. 
Acquire  for  reuse . 


In  nearly  all  cases  alternative  a.  Delete/do  not  acquire, 
will  be  selected.   Throughout  the  South  End  numerous 
parcels  exist  which  had  been  slated  for  acquisition  in 
the  Original  Plan  for  reuse  purposes  which  are  now  no 
longer  being  considered.   For  example  parcels  along  the 
Penn- Central  Railroad  had  been  scheduled  for  acquisition 
and  demolition  to  enable  the  construction  of  the  cancelled 
South  End  By-Pass.   Deletion  of  such  parcels  will  result 
in  very  little  significant  impact  apart  from  providing 
the  current  owners  and  users  with  a  greater  sense  of 
security  in  selected  cases  where  planned  investments  in 
rehabilitation  have  been  delayed  pending  a  resolution  of 
their  acquisition  status.   It  is  highly  unlikely  that 


the  BRA  will  elect  to  acquire  additional  unacquired 
property  other  than  other  selected  acquisitions  dis- 
cussed under  the  major  parcel  analysis  to  fully 
assemble  a  development  parcel. 


I  [■  Parcel  Type  : 


2:   BRA -OWNED  OCCUPIED  BUILDINGS  (residential,  commercial 
industrial) . 


Reuse  Alternatives ; 


a.  Sale  to  current  occupants  or  others. 

b.  Displacement  of  current  occupants  to  facilitate  rehab 
or  other  reuse. 


Impacts/Issues ; 


In  nearly  all  cases  alternative  a.  Sale  to  current 
occupants  or  others  will  be  the  alternative  selected. 
In  some  cases  the  BRA  acquired  owner/occupied  structures 
for  reuse  alternatives  which  have  since  been  cancelled. 
In  such  cases  an  appropriate  policy  would  be  to  offer 
the  former  owner  an  option  to  purchase.   In  such  cases 
the  disposition  of  the  properties  will  facilitate 
private  rehab  activities  and  will  return  the  properties 
to  the  tax  roles.   Nearly  all  of  the  situations  in  which 
existing  occupants  of  BRA-owned  buildings  would  be 
displaced  to  facilitate  rehab  or  other  reuse  are  associated 
with  the  nineteen  major  parcels  discussed  elsewhere  in 
this  assessment. 


Parcel  Type; 


3:   BRA-OWNED  VACANT  BUILDINGS  (residential,  commercial, 
industrial) . 


iReuse  Alternatives: 


Sale  for  Rehab/Reuse 

Demolition  and  Sale  for  new  construction 


Impacts/Issues; 


I 


Alternative  a.  Sale  for  Rehab/Reuse,  will  be  the  pre- 
dominant disposition  strategy.   The  BRA  has  adopted  a 
general  policy  of  only  using  demolition  in  cases  in 
which  either  the  structure  cannot  feasibly  be  rehabil- 
itated or  in  which  an  overriding  public  purpose 
warrants  demolition  to  facilitate  new  development.   A 
key  issue  in  the  disposition  of  vacant  buildings 
involves  the  role  of  the  community  in  the  disposition 
process,  as  discussed  below.   The  sale  of  vacant 
structxires  for  active  use  and  rehabilitation  will 
result  in  economic  and  social  benefits  to  the  community 
through  the  expansion  of  housing  options,  the  generation 
of  temporary  and  permanent  employment  and  the  generation 
of  property  taxes  to  the  city. 
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Parcel  Type ; 

Reuse  Alternatives: 

Impacts/Issues : 


4:   BRA -OWNED  VACANT  LAND  (small  parcels). 

a.  Sale  to  abutters 

b.  Other  open  space/ community  use 

On  those  reuse  parcels  which  are  too  small  for 
development  a  limited  number  of  options  are  possible. 
They  could  be  sold  to  abutters  for  purposes  such  as 
rear  yard  extensions  or  off-street  parking,  or  trans- 
ferred to  neighborhood  organizations  for  community 
maintained  vest-pocket  parks  or  victory  gardens. 
Procedures  should  be  established  for  the  continued 
involvement  of  the  community  in  the  reuse/decision 
making  process. 


Parcel  Type ; 

Reuse  Alternatives: 

Impacts/Issues ; 


5:   BRA -OWNED  VACANT  LAND  (large  parcels). 

a.   Disposition  of  new  commercial,  industrial  or 
residential  developnent 

Large  parcels  could  either  be  offered  for  immediate 
development  or  they  could  be  land  banked  for  future 
development  and  devoted  to  such  interim  uses  as 
victory  gardens  or  other  open  space.   In  cases  where 
such  parcels  are  currently  being  used  as  temporary 
gardens  these  gardens  might  be  lost  or  relocated  if 
development  occurs.   However,  such  development  could 
involve  the  generation  of  employment  and  other  social 
and  economic  benefits.   If  interim  use  decisions  are 
made  the  proper  maintenance  of  the  parcels  should  be 
required  in  order  to  avoid  blighting  effects. 


PROCEDURES  FOR  THE  DISPOSITION 
OF  MINOR  PARCELS 


The  urban  renewal  close-out  assessment 
involved  an  extensive  community  partici- 
pation process  which  played  a  key  role 
in  the  formulation  of  reuse  alternatives, 
in  the  identification  of  impacts  and  in 
the  selection  of  the  preferred  alter- 
natives.  This  process  took  place  at  the 
neighborhood,  quadrant  and  community- 
wide  level.   A  mailing  list  was  developed 
based  upon  both  pre-existing  lists  and 
upon  attendee  sign-in  sheets  distributed 
at  each  of  the  meetings.   In  addition, 
flyers  were  distributed  door-to-door  in 
all  of  the  South  End  neighborhoods 


announcing  both  the  quadrant  and  area- 
wide  meetings.   The  SEPAC  Newsletter 
and  other  media  were  also  used  to 
publicize  meetings. 

This  process  could  be  continued  after 
urban  renewal  termination  to  assist 
both  the  BRA  and  the  community  in  the 
implementation  of  strategies  for  the 
reuse  of  minor  parcels.   A  key  factor 
in  continuing  that  process  will  be 
the  availability  of  accurate  lists  of 
minor  parcels  which  can  assist 
participants  in  making  informed 
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judgements  on  alternative  future  uses. 
The  list  of  minor  parcels  which  is 
included  in  this  document  is  intended  to 
serve  such  a  purpose.   The  list  includes 
information  such  as  the  parcel  number 
and  location,  size,  current  usage  and 
development  status.   As  discussed 
previously,  the  future  usage  of  many  of 
the  parcels  will  simply  involve  a 
decision  to  delete  from  planned  acqui- 
sition since  the  original  planned  usage 
which  would  have  necessitated  acquisition 
is  no  longer  contemplated.   Parcels  in 
which  community  review  is  particularly 
necessary  are  those  which  are  BRA  owned 
unoccupied  buildings  or  vacant  land. 
The  greatest  concentration  of  such  parcels 
is  found  in  the  Lower  Roxbury  area  of  the 
South  End,  a  community  which  has  petitioned 
the  BRA  for  the  establishment  of  a  community 
land  trust  to  serve  as  a  vehicle  for  community 
participation  in  future  land  use  decisions. 

On  the  Inventory  of  Minor  Parcels  which 
follows  (Table  III-l) ,  "Group  1"  parcels 
are  not  included  because  they  are  the 
nineteen  major  reuse  parcels  presented 
previously.   Blanks  found  on  the  Table 
indicate  data  which  was  not  available  at 
the  time  of  this  assessment. 
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D.   AGGREGATE  IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  AND 
MITIGATION  MEASURES 

As  Table  III-2  shows,  new  development 
contemplated  will  result  in  the 
construction  of  approximately  529 
units  of  either  new  or  rehab  housing, 
approximately  64,000  square  feet  of 
either  new  or  rehabilitated  industrial 
space,  and  177,000  square  feet  of 
either  new  or  rehab  commercial  space. 
The  total  value  of  these  new  invest- 
ments is  estimated  at  $26.7  million. 
These  are,  of  course,  just  the  private 
investments  contemplated  on  the 
nineteen  major  parcels.   In  addition, 
|91,000  square  feet  of  new  park  land 
itwill  be  added  along  with  an  addition 
of  64,000  square  feet  of  new  insti- 
tutional space  at  a  cost  of  $0.8 
million.   These  projects  will  generate 
$841,710  in  annual  property  taxes  and 
create  approximately  837  new  con- 
struction jobs  and  344  new  permanent 
jobs — 177  in  commercial  establishments, 
160  in  industrial  establishments  and 
i;7  in  residential  maintenance  ind 
I  binanagement . 

It  should  be  mentioned  that  these 
estimates  are  based  not  upon  firm 
development  plans  for  the  parcels  but 
rather  upon  probable  development 
scenarios  which  would  result  from  the 
disposition  of  reuse  parcels  according 
to  the  preferred  BRA  alternatives 
Indicated  earlier.   It  should  be 
acted  that  the  impacts  which  can  be 
anticipated  from  the  new  development 
will  not  occur  simultaneously  but 
rather  will  be  spread  out  over  a 
tather  long  period  of  time.   Develop- 
ments which  have  been  rated  as  good 
in  terms  of  market  feasibility  are 
likely  to  occur  within  a  five  year 
itime  period,  while  parcels  with  lower 
eatings,  such  as  those  along  the 
Washington  Street  corridor,  may  not 
06  developed  for  seven  to  ten  years, 
depending  upon  the  speed  in  which 


planned  transit  improvements  take 
place.   The  market  feasibility  and 
scheduling  of  other  developments  will 
depend  heavily  upon  other  transpor- 
tation improvements  which  are  planned 
such  as  Columbus/Tremont  Reconstruction, 
the  Orange  Line,  relocation,  and  the 
Crosstown  Street.   Other  related 
which  are  difficult  to  predict  will 
weigh  heavily  upon  both  the  intensity 
of  development  and  its  scheduling. 
These  include  conditions  in  the  local 
and  national  economy  which  will  affect 
interest  rates  and  the  development 
climate  in  Boston  and  the  South  End. 

DISPLACEMENT  IMPACTS 

The  developnents  could  involve  the 
displacement  of  a  maximum  of  39  households 
and  a  maximum  of  18  businesses.   In  view 
of  the  large  number  of  reuse  parcels  of 
significant  size,  this  scale  of  displace- 
ment is  modest.   Most  of  the  reuse 
parcels  consist  either  of  vacant  land  or 
vacant  buildings.   The  four  parcels 
which  involve  significant  levels  of 
displacement  are  four  which  are  mostly 
vacant  but  contain  occupied  buildings. 
These  are  the  Tent  City  Site,  which  has 
a  few  remaining  buildings,  Rollins 
Street,  which  also  has  relatively 
few  existing  buildings,  the  Mass.  Avenue 
Cluster  and  the  Laconia/Washington  site 
which  involve  limited  takings.   Most 
displaced  businesses  and  households  are 
entitled  to  the  full  benefits  of  the 
Uniform  Relocation  Act.   However,  one 
can  assume  that  those  displaced  will 
incur  some  social  and  economic  hardship 
due  to  the  shortage  of  available  low 
cost  housing  or  commercial  sites  in  the 
South  End. 

HOUSING  IMPACTS 

The  impact  of  the  development  contemp- 
lated by  the  preferred  alternatives  will 
result  in  the  construction  of  approximately 
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529  new  housing  imits,  well  over  half  of 
which  will  be  located  on  the  Tent  City 
Site.   Up  to  132  of  the  new  units  may  be 
subsidized  with  Section  8  rental  siobsidizes 
in  accordance  with  BRA  housing  policies 
for  the  South  End.    In  view  of  the 
dispersed  locations  of  these  xanits  and, 
with  the  exception  of  Tent  City,  their 
relatively  small  scale,  it  is  doubtful 
that  these  developments  will  have  a 
major  influence  on  the  South  End 
housing  market.   By  helping  to  expand 
the  housing  market  these  new  develop 
ments  should  help  alleviate  the  problems 
associated  with  a  tightening  housing 
market.    The  total  array  of  new  develop- 
ments which  may  result  from  close-out 
activities  as  well  as  from  other  construc- 
tion in  and  near  the  South  End  might 
marginally  contribute  to  an  existing 
trend  of  increasing  housing  costs.  These 
related  developments  include  Copley 
Place,  the  relocation  of  the  Orange  Line 
and  its  replacement  service  and  the 
Columbus/Tremont  Street  improvements . 
These  developments  as  a  whole  should 
further  stimulate  housing  rehabilitation 
activities  in  the  South  End,  a  process 
which  has  historically  resulted  in 
associated  displacement  of  households 
who  are  unable  to  compete  in  the  rental 
market.   The  housing  market  is  also 
heavily  dependent  on  other  factors  such 
as  prevailing  interest  rates,  property 
taxes  and  the  vitality  of  the  local 
economy . 

A  group  which  is  particularly  vulnerable 
to  these  market  pressures  is  middle 
income  households.   Low  income  households 
residing  in  subsidized  developments  are 
largely  protected  from  these  pressures 
because  of  the  HUD  rental  subsidy 
programs.   Middle  income  households  who 
wish  to  remain  in  the  South  End  are 
often  not  able  to  find  housing  due  to 
the  emergence  of  a  two-tiered  housing 
market.   This  market  consists  of  renovat- 
ed luxury  housing  at  the  top  of  the 


The  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority, 
Subsidized  Housing  in  the  South  End, 
Second  Printing  Revised  April  1978. 


spectrum  and,  increasingly,  subsidized 
units  at  the  lower  end  of  the  price 
spectrum. 

Mitigation 

In  order  to  minimize  the  adverse  effects 
of  these  trends  various  policy  options 
are  available  to  the  BRA.   One  is  the 
adoption  of  policies  designed  to  expand 
avenues  for  middle  income  home  ownership 
in  the  South  End.   Many  of  the  sites 
studied  in  this  assessment  would  lend 
themselves  to  a  middle  income  home 
ownership  program  similar  to  that  being 
developed  on  the  Frankie  O'Day  Block. 
Examples  of  such  sites  are  the  Mass. 
Avenue  Cluster  and  the  BRA  Site  Office 
buildings  on  Clarendon  Street.   Both 
condominium  or  owner-occupied  multi- 
unit  buildings  represent  possibilities. 

TRANSPORTATION  IMPACTS 

The' developments  contemplated  will 
result  in  the  generation  of  up  to  5,675 
new  trips  per  day,  and  parking  requirements 
of  up  to  811  spaces.   These  developments 
should  not  have  a  significantly  adverse 
effect  on  existing  transportation 
systems  because  the  South  End  has  one  of 
the  lowest  automobile  usage  rates  of 
Boston's  neighborhoods,  and  the  South 
End  will  soon  benefit  from  major  new 
transportation  improvements  as  discussed 
earlier.   The  major  source  of  traffic 
congestion  in  the  South  End  is  not 
generated  from  within  the  neighborhood 
but  rather  from  outside  by  persons 
traveling  through  the  South  End,  often 
between  the  Downtown  and  Back  Bay  and 
outlying  residential  areas.   Commuter 
parking  also  impacts  South  End  streets. 

Mitigation 

Solutions  to  these  problems  have  been 
suggested.   Efforts  have  been  aimed  at 
diverting  through  traffic  around  the 
South  End  and  at  discouraging  it  on 
residential  streets.   The  planned 
construction  of  the  Crosstown  Street 
should  provide  some  relief.   The 
proposed  Herald  Street  Extension  would 
utilize  the  Orange  Line  embankment  and 
serve  as  an  extension  of  the  Turnpike 
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frontage  road  from  Copley  Square  to  the 
Southeast  Expressway.   This  proposed  new 
roadway  would  provide  a  remedy  to  the 
areas  of  the  South  End  which  are  most 
seriously  impacted  by  traffic  congestion. 
Additional  assistance  to  the  parking 
problem  could  come  through  the  extension 
of  the  resident  parking  sticker  program 
in  the  South  End.   This  program  has  been 
particularly  effective  in  the  impacted 
areas  on  Beacon  Hill. 

IMPACTS  ON  ECONOMIC  BASE 

It  is  estimated  that  as  a  result  of  new 
development  on  17  reuse  parcels  some 
177  commercial  jobs  and  some  160  Indus- 
trial jobs  will  be  created.   As  mentioned 
earlier  the  South  End  currently  is 
underserved  by  retail  outlets.   Conse- 
quently it  can  be  assvimed  that  a  result 
of  new  retail  opportunities  in  the  South 
End,  such  as  a  major  supermarket.  South 
End  residents  will  satisfy  a  higher 
percentage  of  their  shopping  needs 
within  the  neighborhood.   Thus  existing 
establishments  in  the  Back  Bay  and 
Fenway  areas  may  loose  some  South  End 
business.   In  addition,  some  of  the 
smaller,  less  competitive  outlets  in  the 
South  End  may  loose  patronage  as  newer 
larger  enterprises  open  in  the  neighbor- 
hood and  compete  for  their  trade.   This 
might  be  particularly  true  of  small 
neighborhood-oriented  convenience  food 
markets  and  drug  stores. 

The  opening  of  new  retail  establishments 
offers  the  opportunity  for  expanded 
employment  within  the  South  End.   Retail 
establishments  can  often  satisfy  a  high 
percentage  of  their  work  force  needs 
with  low  skill  workers,  a  group  which 
constitutes  part  of  South  Endte  xinemployed. 
Expanded  retailing  in  the  South  End 
should  also  benefit  groups  with  mobility 
limitations  such  as  the  elderly,  by 
providing  a  greater  assortment  of  goods 
at  a  more  convenient  location  and  at  a 
more  competitive  price.   Local  retail 


expansion  in  the  South  End  can  also  be 
expected  to  benefit  commxinity  cohesion 
and  public  safety  by  increasing  street 
level  pedestrian  activity. 

Expanded  industrial  activity  in  the 
South  End  can  also  be  expected  to 
provide  new  employment  opportxinities  for 
unemployed  and  underemployed  South  End 
residents.   As  discussed  previously  the 
recent  shift  from  manufacturing  to 
service  sector  employment  caused  dis- 
location among  the  city's  workforce. 
This  is  particularly  true  in  the  South 
End  which  had  a  proportionately  large 
blue  collar  work  force.   New  industrial 
employment  opportunities  are  particularly 
important  to  this  unemployed  and  xinder- 
employed  segment  of  the  South  End  work 
force  (due  to  the  limited  levels  of 
training  typically  required. )   Groups 
which  might  particularly  benefit  from 
such  employment  are  those  with  limited 
English  speaking  capabilities  such  as 
Hispanic  and  Chinese  residents. 

Mitigation 

There  are  a  number  of  mechanisms  which 
could  be  employed  to  insure  that  a 
unemployed  and  underemployed  South  Ender 
receives  priority  in  hiring  for  new  jobs 
created  by  the  various  develojments 
contemplated.   Many  of  these  approaches 
are  to  be  followed  in  the  development 
guidelines  which  were  drafted 
for  the  Copley  Place  Develojment,  and 
could  be  utilized  with  future  South  End 
developers  and  employers.   These 
include  formulative  developer  and 
employer  working  relationships  with 
groups  engaged  in  manpower  training  and 
placement  such  as  Boston  CETA,  EDIC,  and 
United  South  End  Settlements  (USES). 
Customized  training  programs  for  future 
labor  needs  could  be  established  through 
subsidized  training  programs  under  CETA. 


Massachusetts  Office  of  State  Planning/ 
Copley  Square  Final  Recommendations, 
September  22,  1977,  p.  5. 
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Building  maintenance  and  cleaning 
contracts  might  be  developed  between 
planned  developments  and  South  End 
tenant  groups,  such  as  that  recently 
developed  between  the  Hyatt-Regency  in 
Cambridge  and  the  Riverside-Cambridgeport 
Community  Council. 

COMMUNITY  FACILITIES  AND  SERVICES  IMPACTS 

Implementation  of  the  preferred  alter- 
natives for  the  major  parcels  will  add 
residential,  commercial,  industrial  and 
open  space  uses  to  the  South  End. 
The  preferred  alternatives  will  not 
significantly  increase  either  the 
residential  or  employment  population  of 
the  South  End,  and  thus  no  new  pxiblic 
facility  or  social  service  facilities 
would  be  needed  to  serve  these  new 
uses.   The  preferred  alternatives 
include  the  renovation  of  the  existing 
Carter  School  on  P-22,  and  thus  the 
school  building,  as  well  as  its  students 
and  staff  will  not  have. to  be  relocated 
to  another  site. 

The  implementation  of  the  preferred 
alternatives  will  result  in  two  school 
sites  originally  proposed  in  the  urban 
renewal  plan,  but  now  not  considered 
necessary,  being  used  for  other  purposes; 
the  proposed  Williams  School  on  PB-12, 
on  the  site  of  Hub  Motors,  and  the 
proposed  New  Carter  School,  on  Parcel  15 
and  16,  now  vacant  land. 

It  is  difficult  at  this  time  to  assess 
adequately  the  impact  which  the  possible 
development  actions  will  have  on  public 
i utilities  such  as  sewer  and  water  lines 
and  streets  and  sidewalks.   The  detailed 
matrices  which  preceeded  this  section 
identified  possible  public  improvements 
which  may  be  needed  to  accommodate 
development.   The  major  question  which 
currently  surrounds  planned  but  not 
completed  public  improvements  is  the 
availability  of  funding  to  accomplish 
these  needed  improvements  from  other 
sources.   These  sources  include  federal 
sources,  such  as  HUD,  EPA  and  Federal 


Highway,  along  with  state  and  local 
sources.   This  issue  is  discussed  in 
more  detail  at  the  end  of  this  section. 

PARKS,  RECREATION  AND  OPEN  SPACE 

The  preferred  alternatives  would  add  one 
new  park,  on  the  Infill  Housing  site  at 
RE-7,  and  result  in  some  additional 
recreational  space  being  added  to  the 
Carter  Playground,  from  the  Existing 
Carter  School  Site.   Open  space  along 
Washington  Street,  possibly  only  an 
interim  use,  would  be  added  as  part  of 
the  MacDonald  Warehouse  development.   If 
the  preferred  alternatives  are  developed 
at  the  maximum  practical  levels  as 
described  in  the  feasibility  study,  and 
not  at  the  legal  maximiims,  additional 
developed  open  space  will  be  provided  as 
setbacks,  landscaping  and  parking  for 
new  or  rehabed  housing,  commercial  and 
industrial  uses.   The  small  increase  in 
residential  and  employment  population 
resulting  from  this  new  development  will 
not  significantly  affect  the  use  patterns 
or  demands  on  the  existing  park  facilities. 

The  implementation  of  the  preferred 
alternatives  on  major  parcels  would 
eliminate  small  gardens  on  Parcels  30, 
4,  and  PB-4,  and  a  portion  of  a  victory 
garden  on  P-6a.    However,  agreements 
between  gardeners  and  future  developers 
could  permit  the  maintenance  of  the 
smaller  gardens  as  part  of  the  open 
space  or  landscaping  adjacent  to  these 
new  uses.   In  addition  some  of  the  minor 
parcels  under  study  may  become  available 
to  neighborhood  associations  for  the 
establishment  of  new  gardens,  as  part  of 
the  bra's  policy  for  disposition  of 
minor  parcels.   This  issue  is  addressed 
further  under  Section  IV-B,  Minor 
Parcels. 

Other  open  space  alternatives  for  major 
parcels  which  have  been  rejected  as 
preferred  alternatives  are  a  formerly 
planned  playground  beside  the  Mackey 
School  on  PB-1  (since  the  church  and 
existing  residential  buildings  on 
the  site  will  not  be  removed  for  reuse) ; 
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the  athletic  field  proposed  on  3  2C, 
located  across  from  the  recently  built 
Peters  Park;  and  the  park  proposed  for 
RE-2B,  housing  infill  site. 

IMPACTS  ON  HISTORIC  AND  URBAN  DESIGN 
RESOURCES 

The  implementation  of  the  preferred 
alternatives  would  add  additional 
residential,  commercial,  industrial  and 
open  space  uses  to  the  South  End  in 
locations  which  are  compatible  with 
existing  uses  and  with  future  plans  for 
each  area.   For  example,  residential  and 
open  space  uses  are  being  recommended 
for  those  locations  already  residential, 
while  local  retail  is  being  recommended 
for  locations  with  existing  retail  or 
with  potential  for  futiire  retail  as  a 
result  of  planned  development.   All  of 
the  preferred  alternatives  are  small  or 
moderate  scale  projects,  except  the  Tent 
City  parcel  and  the  New  Carter  School 
site,  and  thus  these  smaller  projects 
would  not  have  significant  impact  on  the 
South  End  urban  design  character.   In 
addition,  several  existing  buildings 
recognized  for  their  architectural 
interest  and  community  values  will  be 
rehabilitated  under  the  preferred 
alternatives,  thus  strengthening  the 
existing  urban  character.   These  include 
the  MacDonald  Warehouse  (R-11),  the 
Bates  School  (R-10),  part  of  the  Tent 
City  site  (11-A),  the  Harry  the  Greek 
Block  (P6-b),  the  BRA  Site  Office 
(PB-12)  and  the  existing  buildings  on 
Massachusetts  Avenue. 

The  financial  settlement  of  the  urban 
renewal  project,  since  it  is  essentially 
a  legal  and  accounting  procedure  between 
the  City,  the  BRA  and  HUD,  will  have  no 
effect  on  the  South  End  National  Register 
District  or  on  any  historic  property 
located  within  the  District.   In  addition, 
implementation  of  the  preferred  alterna- 
tives should  not  result  in  any  adverse 
effect  on  the  District.   With  the 
exception  of  four  uncompleted  infill 
housing  structures,  which  are  modern 
additions  to  the  historic  district  and 


do  not  exhibit  any  of  the  qualitites 
which  made  the  district  eligible  for 
National  Register  listing,  no  demolition 
is  proposed  within  the  South  End  Historic 
District.   Existing  buildings  on  four  of 
the  reuse  parcels  (RC-11,  PB-1,  7  and 
Existing  Buildings  on  Masachusetts  Avenue 
Cluster) ,  are  proposed  for  rehabilitation, 
which  will  preserve  their  historic  and 
architectural  values.   The  four  infill 
sites  (RE-2B,  RE-7,  R-12A  and  RC-9), 
together  with  adjacent  vacant  land,  are 
proposed  for  residential,  commercial,  or 
open  space  development  of  a  scale  compatible 
with  the  existing  surroundings.   Two 
parcels  (P-16  and  PB-12)  are  recommended  to 
be  deleted  from  acquisition  and  developments 
In  compliance  with  Section  106  of  the 
National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966, 
a  review  of  the  financial  settlement  for 
determination  of  effect  on  the  South  End 
National  Register  properties  has  been 
initiated  with  the  Massachusetts  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer. 

Mitigation 

In  order  to  better  guide  the  detailed 
plans  for  these  parcels  and  mitigate 
impacts  from  private  development  outside 
the  renewal  process,  two  steps  could  be 
taken.   First,  a  detailed  urban  design 
study  of  Washington  Street  should  be 
undertaken  in  coordination  with  a  study 
of  economic  development  potentials  there. 
Nine  of  the  nineteen  major  parcels  studied 
front  on  Washington  Street  and  their 
development  will  have  a  major  impact  on  its 
future.   The  selection  of  a  transit  mode  in 
the  Replacement  Service  Study  should  lead 
to  the  development  of  a  comprehensive  urban 
design  and  economic  development  plan  for 
Washington  Street. 

A  second  step  that  can  help  mitigate 
development  impacts  on  the  design 
character  of  the  South  End  would  be  the 
establishment  of  some  formal  community 
review  process,  as  already  suggested, 
that  would  involve  residents  and  neighbor- 
hood associations  in  the  review  of 
schematic  and  final  designs  for  these 
recommended  projects.   In  addition, 
while  developers  are  being  selected  or 
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transit  improvements  being  completed, 
local  residents  covild  work  out  interim 
uses  with  the  city  and/or  with  developers. 
This  review  process  also  would  be  very 
important  during  the  disposition  of 
minor  parcels,  particularly  when  new 
construction  or  demolition  of  infill 
housing  is  planned.   Such  a  review 
process  could  ensure  that  new  uses  of 
the  minor  parcels  complement  the  design 
character  of  the  street  or  neighborhood. 

COMMUNITY  CHARACTER 

The  implementation  of  the  preferred 
alternatives  on  the  nineteen  major 
parcels  will  have  a  generally  positive 
effect  on  the  community  character  of  the 
South  End.   Nearly  all  of  the  property 
under  consideration  for  development  is 
presently  in  inactive  use,  consisting 
either  of  vacant  land  or  vacant  buildings. 
Since  these  parcels  exercise  a  blighting 
influence  on  the  community  in  their 
current  condition,  their  development 
should  contribute  positively  toward 
enhancing  the  character  of  the  community. 
The  new  development  on  the  major  parcels 
will  provide  other  benefits  to  the 
community.   These  include  an  expansion 
of  the  housing  stock,  an  expansion  of 
available  goods  and  services  through  new 
commercial  development,  and  an  expansion 
of  employment  opportunities  for  area 
residents  in  areas  such  as  construction, 
retailing,  manufacturing  and  the  service 
sector.   Community  cohesion  should 
benefit  from  new  commercial  activity  and 
new  residential  population  on  formerly 
vacant  or  under-utilized  areas  within  the 
community.   Public  safety  should  increase 
and  the  fear  of  crime  should  be  reduced 
due  to  increased  pedestrian  activity  in 
areas  which  were  formerly  vacant. 

CONSISTENCY  WITH  PLANS 

Implementing  the  preferred  alternative 
is  generally  consistent  with  the  plans 
of  other  agencies  for  either  the  South 
End  or  the  areas  adjacent  to  it.   For 
example,  the  industrial  developments 


proposed  for  major  parcels  to  the  east 
of  Washington  Street  are  consistent  with 
the  plans  of  both  EDIC  and  those  of  the 
South  End  Business  Association  (SEBA) — 
specifically,  EDIC's  Economic  Development 
Plan  for  the  Crosstown  Industrial  Park 
(March  1977)  and  SEBA's  A  Report  to  the 
Office  of  the  Mayor  City  of  Boston 
(March  1978).   The  housing  development 
proposed  for  the  major  parcels  is 
consistent  with  the  BRA's  Housing  Policy 
Statement  as  pviblished  in  Subsidized 
Housing  in  the  South  End  ( September 
1978).   The  planned  developments  are 
also  consistent  with  the  planned  trans- 
portation improvements  in  the  South  End 
including  the  Relocation  of  the  Orange 
Line  and  the  Southwest  Corridor  Develop- 
ment.  These  developments  are  also 
consistent  with  the  Columbus  Avenue/ 
Tremont  Street  Reconstruction  project 
and  with  the  new  Crosstown  Street 
project,  each  of  which  is  discussed  in 
the  transportation  section  ( II-G) 
presented  earlier. 

The  retail  developments  proposed  for  the 
Tent  City  Site  (II-B)  might  be  incom- 
patible with  planned  new  retail  at 
Copley  Place  as  discussed  earlier. 
Similarly,  retail  development  discussed 
for  the  New  Carter  School  Site  ( 16 ) 
might  be  incompatible  with  developments 
proposed  for  Southwest  Corridor  Develop- 
ment Parcel  18,  as  discussed  in  Section 
III-C. 

AIR  QUALITY,  NOISE  AND  ECOSYSTEMS  IMPACTS 

As  the  section  entitled  The  Physical 
Environment  (II-F)  points  out,  areas  of 
the  South  End  already  register  excessive 
levels  of  both  carbon  monoxide  and 
noise.   It  is  anticipated  that  the 
excessive  levels  of  carbon  monoxide  will 
be  brought  within  federal  standards  by 
1985  with  the  implementation  of  the 
Federal  Exhaust  and  Emission  Control 
Standards.   However,  maximum  intensity 
development  on  the  following  parcels 
could  result  in  excessive  levels  of 
carbon  monoxide  emissions  from  vehicles: 
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New  Carter  School  Site  ( 16 ) 
Rollins  Street  Site  (32C) 
Washington/Laconia  Street  (31,31B) 
Northampton/Washington  Street  (R-12A) 
Rutland/Washington  St.  ( RC-9, 30 ,RD-60) 

It  is  in  part  for  this  reason  that  a 
scaling  down  of  the  intensity  of 
development  is  recommended.   Such  a 
scaling  down  would  not  only  enable  the 
preferred  development  alternatives  to 
comply  with  air  quality  standards  but 
would  be  consistent  with  the  recom- 
mendations of  both  the  transportation 
analysis  (II-G)  and  the  market  feasi- 
bility assessment. 

Nine  of  the  eleven  noise  monitoring 
stations  in  the  South  End  currently 
report  excessive  levels  of  noise  as 
measures  of  dBAs .   The  source  of  this 
noise  is  both  vehicular  traffic  and  rail 
transportation.   Some  remedy  to  this 
problem  can  be  anticipated  when  the 
Washington  Street  El  is  removed  and  when 
the  railroad  service  along  the  Penn- 
Central  alignment  is  enclosed  in  a 
concrete  structure.   Many  of  the  nineteen 
major  parcels  already  exceed  noise 
standards  without  development.   However, 
max imum  development  on  the  following 
parcels  could  result  in  a  significant 
change  in  existing  noise  levels: 

New  Carter  School  Site  (16) 
Rollins  Street  Site  (32C) 
Washington/Laconia  Street  (31,31A) 
Northampton/Washington  Street  (R-12A) 

A  scaling  down  in  the  intensity  of 
development  from  the  maximum  allowed 
under  the  existing  land  use  controls  for 
the  parcel  would  be  needed  in  order  to 
mitigate  against  a  significant  increase 
in  noise  levels  resulting  from  developing 
the  preferred  alternatives  on  these 
sites . 

Many  of  the  major  parcels  considered  for 
new  housing  development  in  this  assessment 
are  characterized  by  excessive  levels  of 
noise.   One  of  the  parcels  with  an 
excessively  high  noise  level  at  present 


is  the  Tent  City  Site,  Parcel  11-B.   It 
is  anticipated  that  the  portion  of  the 
parcel  nearest  to  the  railroad  tracts 
will  continue  to  experience  excessive 
levels  of  noise  even  after  the  proposed 
concrete  shielding  is  constructed  within 
the  right-of-way.    Accordingly,  the 
Environmental  Impact  Assessment  (EIA) 
prepared  for  the  parcel  by  the  BRA 
suggests  several  mitigation  measures  to 
reduce  noise  levels  in  residential 
units.   These  include  the  installation  of 
dovible- glazed  windows  which  can  reduce 
noise  as  much  as  35  dBA,  the  construction 
of  barrier  walls,  landscaping,  building 
orientation  and  the  location  of  bedrooms 
away  from  the  major  sources  of  noise. 

PRACTICAL  MAXIMUM  LEVELS  OF  INVESTMENT 

As  discussed  previously,  many  of  the 
major  reuse  parcels  have  both  a  maximxmi 
intensity  of  development  allowed  under 
law  and  a  practical  maximum  which  is  a 
more  realistic  level  of  development 
which  can  typically  be  expected  from  a 
prudent  investor.   Table  III-3  which 
follows,  shows  both  the  legal  maximums, 
the  maximums  allowed  under  existing 
zoning,  and  the  more  practical  levels  of 
investment  for  various  major  development 
parcels  reviewed  in  this  assessment. 
Many  of  the  housing  parcels  contain  a 
range  of  level  of  investment  due  to  the 
fact  that  densities  in  new  residential 
developments  can  vary  considerably  due  to 
the  configuration  of  the  proposed  develop- 
ment.  For  example,  new  townhouse  con- 
struction might  either  be  built  in  single 
\inits  or  duplexes.   This  single  figure 
should  not  be  interpreted  as  implying 
that  under  certain  design  alternatives 
a  less  intensive  development  might  not 
represent  the  practical  maximum.   In  some 
cases,  particularly  under  residential 
alternatives,  the  legal  maximum  was  not    I 
included.   This  was  done  in  cases  where  the 
difference  between  the  legal  maximum  and 
the  practical  level  of  investment  was  not 


Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  Environ- 
mental Impact  Assessment  for  Land  Acquis- 
sition  for  Parcel  11-B,  March  1977,  p.  37 

'ibid,  p.  37. 
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Table   III-3 

PRACTICAL  LEVELS  Or  INVESTMENT  VERSUS  LEGAL  HAXIMUM3 


RESIDENTIAL 


INDUSTRIAL 
(Excluding  equipment) 


Quandrant  1 


New  Carter  School 
Site  (15,16) 


Practical 

Legal 

Practical 

Legal 

Practical 

Legal 

Level 

Maximum 

Level 

Maximun 

Level 

Maximum 

100  DU  new 

59,000  srCLA 
6,000  SFGLA 

56,000  SP 

188,605 

SF 

65,000  SFGLA 

188,805  SFGLA 

School 
Open  Space 

NA 

MA 

NA 

School  D«e 

Existing  Buildings 

on  Mass.  Avenue 

47  or  60 

(cluster) 

CU  rehab. 

10S-13S  Worcester 

18-30  DU 

Street  (RF-2S) 

(New) 

10,000  SFGLA 

(rehab) 

Office  alternate: 

(30,000  SF)  13,000  SFGLA 


Quandrant  2 


1.      Fraii)clin   Institute 
Lot  (parcel  7) 


2.     BRA  Site  Office 
(PB-1) 


3.  Tent  City 

(Parcels  llA  and 
IIB) 


4.  Victory  Gardens 
(P-6A) 


NA 

16  DU 

(rehab)  or 
22  DU 
(rehab) 

58  DU 
(rehab) 
250  units 
(new) 

40  DU  New 


62,040  or 
10,000  SFGLA    31,040  SFGIA 


8,000  SFGLA    8,000  rehab 


6,000  SFGLk 
(rehab) 
20,000  SFGLA 
(new) 

NA 


6,160   SFGLA 
( rehab ) 
20,000   SFGLA 


Quandrant  3 


1.     First  National  Site 
(P-16) 


2.     Washington/Laconia  Sts. 


3.     Rollins  Street  Sit 
(32C) 


4.      Harrison/East,    Dedham 
(54,54A) 


5.      Hub  Motors  Site 


6.     Harry-the-Grec)c  Block 


30-50  DU 

60  m 

(new) 

(new) 

21  DU  or 

28  DU  rehab 

35,000  SF 
(new) 


41,000  SFGLA    235,460  SF 
retail  alternate)    (new) 
(Office  alternate): 
75,000  SF 


36,000  SFGLA    102,564  SFGLA 


23,000  SF  new 
or  29,687  SF 
rehub 


67,619  new 

or  29,687  SFGLA 

rehab 


grd.  fl.  rehab  grd.  fl.  rehab 


Quandrant  4 

1.  Bates  School  site 

2.  McDonald  Warehouse 


3.  Rutland  and  Washingtc 
(cluster) 

4.  Infill  Housing  Site 
(RE-7) 

5.  Mortharapton  and 
Washington   (cluster) 


20  DU 

rehab  or 

42  DU 

new 

20  DU 

rehab  or 

64  DU 

rehab  and  new 

40-60 

DU  new 

20-30 

DU        30  DU 

new 

new 

(Office:  20,000  SF  rehab) 


60,000  EFCnA  17,000  SFGLA 


15,000  SFGLA  94,31]   SFGLA 


Open  space 
Open  space 

NA 

Open  space 
Open  space 


^yi     ir  -  Square   feet 

■TOLA   -  Sijuare    feet   gross   la 
CO  -  Development   unit 
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an  issue  in  this  assessment  either  from 
a  community,  a  BRA  or  a  market  feasi- 
bility point  of  view.   Examples  of  such 
cases  include  existing  buildings  proposed 
for  residential  rehabilitation.   In  such 
cases  the  legal  maximum  assumes  new 
construction,  a  possibility  not  con- 
sidered.  Practical  maximums  versus 
legal  maximums  were  also  not  considered 
on  some  parcels  which  were  judged  as 
poor  in  market  feasibility  for  resid- 
ential reuse,  or  in  cases  in  which  a 
specific  nimiber  of  units  was  assumed  as 
an  established  parameter  in  the  assess- 
ment. 

A  discussion  of  the  practical  maximum 
levels  of  investment  for  many  of  these 
parcels  has  been  included  in  Appendix  D 
at  the  end  of  the  project. 
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AGGREGATE  IMPACTS  OF  PUBLIC 
IMPROVEMENT  STRATEGY 


This  section  covers  the  impacts  associ- 
ated with  completion  or  non-completion 
of  those  public  improvements  called  for 
in  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan.  The  four 
systems  under  discussion  are: 

1  street  paving  and  sidewalks 

2  street  lighting 

3  water  lines 

4  sewer  and  drains 

The  actions  under  discussion  here  affect 
basic,  mechanical  systems  which  function 
continuously  throughout  the  neighbor- 
hood. Most  of  these  systems  go  largely 
unnoticed  on  a  day-to-day  basis  except 
when  they  cease  to  function  in  the  nor- 
mal, expected  manner.  For  instance,  a 
resident  is  not  apt  to  think  much  about 
the  functioning  of  a  waterline  except 
when  pressure  fails,  a  main  ruptures  or 
the  color  and  taste  of  the  water  notice- 
ably deteriorates.  The  impact  of  such  a 
failure  can  cause  a  range  of  effects 
from  minor  nuisance  to  major  damage  to 
public  and  private  property. 

Because  of  the  severe  curtailment  of  ur- 
ban renewal  funds,  not  all  of  the  im- 
provements to  these  systems  will  be  able 
to  be  carried  out  by  the  BRA  as  origin- 
ally expected.   The  BRA  has  categorized 
the  remaining  incomplete  public  improve- 
ments which  are  not  presently  funded, 
applied  for,  underway  or  in  planning, 
into  two  groups: 

a.  "Funds  to  be  Sought" 

Those  activities  which  the  Authority 
deems  necessary  and  achieveable,  and 
for  which  the  Authority  will  seek 
funding  other  than  urban  renewal. 

b.  "To  be  Deferred  or  Deleted" 

Those  activities  which,  though  de- 
sirable, can  be  deferred  to  a  future 
time  or  to  another  agency  and  those 


which  can  be  deleted  altogether 
without  creating  undue  adverse  ef- 
fects upon  the  neighborhood. 

A  variety  of  sources  are  available  to 
meet  the  needs  of  projects  in  the  cate- 
gory of  "funds  to  be  sought".   Among 
others,  the  BRA  can  seek  funds  from  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA) 
for  street  reconstruction  and  lighting, 
from  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (EPA)  for  waterline,  sewer  and 
drain  reconstruction  and  from  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop- 
ment (HUD)  Urgent  Needs  and  Community 
Development  Block  Grant  funds  for  a 
variety  of  public  improvements. 

The  implications  of  designations  in 
these  two  categories  are  discussed  in 
reference  to  six  areas  of  concern  to 
residents  of  the  South  End  and  to  agen- 
cies which  provide  these  public  ser- 
vices.  These  include: 

1.  Physical  capacity  of  the  system  to 
meet  neighborhood  needs. 

2.  Public  safety  and  health  issues. 

3.  Existing  or  future  maintenance  re- 
quirements. 

4.  Neighborhood  confidence  building. 

5.  Tax  base  and  property  values. 

6.  Aesthetic  and  urban  design  consider- 
ations. 

A  full  list  of  specific  projects  to  be 
funded  or  to  be  deferred  or  deleted  is 
provided  at  the  end  of  this  chapter 
along  with  four  illustrative  maps. 
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STREET  AND  SIDEWALK  RECONSTRUCTION  -  NOT 
BUILT,  FUNDING  APPROVED 

West  Canton  Street,  Columbus  to 
Railroad 

Holyoke  Street,  Columbus  to  Railroad 
Rutland  Street,  Tremont  to  Shawmut 
West  Concord  Street,  Tremont  to 
Shawmut 

Northampton  Street,  Tremont  to  Wash- 
ington 

Lenox  Street,  Tremont  to  Washington 
Bristol  Street,  Harrison  to  Albany 

These  public  improvements  will  be  built 
as  part  of  Street  Contract  17  for  an  ap- 
proximate cost  of  $1,577,000.  Work 
should  commence  by  early  summer,  1979. 

STREET  AND  SIDEWALK  RECONSTRUCTION  -  NOT 
BUILT,  FUNDING  APPLICATION  IN  PROGRESS 

West  Springfield  Street,  Columbus  to 
Tremont,  Shawmut  to  Washington 
Worcester  Street,  Columbus  to  Tre- 
mont (sidewalk  -  odd  side  only) 
E.  Concord  Street,  Washington  to 
Harrison 

Shawmut  Avenue,  Mass.  Ave.  to  West 
Brookline 

W.  Newton  Street,  Shawmut  to  Wash- 
ington 

Union  Park  Street,  Harrison  to  Al- 
bany (sidewalk,  even  side  only) 
IBA  Loop  Streets:   Paseo  Aguadilla, 
Paseo  San  Juan 

Dartmouth  Street,  Railroad  to  Tremont 
Yarmouth  Street,  Railroad  to  Columbus 

Applications  for  funding  these  improve- 
ments are  presently  being  prepared  by 
the  BRA.   Primary  funding  sources  are 
Urgent  Needs  Funds,  Fifth  Year  Community 
Development  Block  Grants  and  City  of 
Boston  Neighborhood  Capital  Funds. 


STREET  AND  SIDEWALK  RECONSTRUCTION  - 
FUNDS  TO  BE  SOUGHT 

Group  A  -  Residential  Streets 


Montgomery  Street,  W.  Canton  to 
Clarendon 

Clarendon  Street,  Columbus  to  Warren 
Warren  Avenue,  Columbus  to  Clarendon 
West  Canton  Street,  Warren  to  Tremont 
West  Dedham  Street,  Tremont  to  Shaw- 
mut 

West  Newton  Street,  Tremont  to  Col- 
umbus 

Rutland  Street,  Shawmut  to  Washington 
West  Concord  Street,  Shawmut  to 
Washington 

East  Newton  Street,  Washington  to 
James 

Dartmouth  Place,  Dartmouth  Street  to 
Clarendon 

Appleton  Street,  Clarendon  to  Dart- 
mouth 

Monsignor  Reynolds  Way,  Washington 
to  Harrison 

Shawmut  Avenue,  Herald  to  W.  Brook- 
line  and  Mass.  Ave.  to  Sterling 

Group  B  -  Industrial/Institutional 
Streets 


Plympton  Street,  Harrison  to  Albany 

Wareham  Street,  Harrison  to  Albany 

E.  Canton  Street,  Harrison  to  Albany 

Maiden  Street,  Harrison  Avenue  to 

Albany 

Harrison  Avenue,  E.  Berkeley  to 

Treadwell 

Albany  Streets,  E.  Berkeley  to  Aaron 

Street 

Group  C  -  Washington  Street  Corridor 


Washington  Street,  E.  Berkeley  to 
Sterling 

Group  D  -  Traffic  Diversion  Route 


Herald  Street  Extension,  Columbus  to 

Tremont 

Herald  Street,  Tremont  to  Washington 
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Group  A.  These  streets  are  primarily 
residential  in  character  and  have  a  cor- 
responding high  level  of  pedestrian 
use.  The  street  paving  has  been  re- 
peatedly torn  up  and  patched  in  order  to 
make  successive  underground  utility  re- 
pairs. The  cracked,  disintegrating  and 
unevenly  settled  street  and  sidewalk 
surfaces  make  movement  of  vehicular  and 
pedestrian  traffic  unnecessarily  diffi- 
cult and  occasionally  hazardous.  The 
streets  and  sidewalks  presently  have 
adequate  capacity  to  serve  present  and 
projected  traffic  volumes. 

Reconstruction  of  these  streets  and  in- 
stallation of  brick  sidewalks  would  ease 
maintenance  requirements  for  the  City. 
The  life  expectancy  of  brick  sidewalks 
is  approximately  3  to  4  times  that  of 
cement.  Brick  sidewalks  are  more  easily 
restored  after  underground  utility  re- 
pairs than  concrete. 

Neighborhood  confidence  would  be  signi- 
ficantly enhanced  by  reconstruction  of 
these  streets.  This  in  turn  would  be 
likely  to  bolster  property  values  and 
the  teix  base.  The  failure  to  rebuild 
would  have  a  negative  impact  upon  these 
latter  categories  and  would  do  nothing 
to  ease  the  existing  hazardous  condi- 
tions or  minimize  future  maintenance 
needs. 

Because  South  End  street  reconstruction 
also  involves  landscaping,  additional 
street  lighting  where  necessary,  the  in- 
stallation of  neckdowns  where  feasible 
and  the  use  of  historically  compatible 
materials  such  as  brick  and  cobblestone 
the  aesthetic  environment  would  be  con- 
siderably enhanced.  This  further  rein- 
forces public  safety,  confidence  build- 
ing and  neighborhood  stability. 

Group  B.  These  streets  are  located 
within  the  industrial/institutional  dis- 
trict of  the  South  End.   Harrison  and 
Albany  are  major  arterials  which  provide 
shipping  and  supply  access  to  the  medi- 


cal facilities  and  light  manufacturing 
firms  which  predominate.   These  streets 
enjoy  relatively  high  traffic  and  pedes- 
trian volumes  during  weekday  business 
hours.  Reconstruction  of  these  streets 
would  yield  several  beneficial  effects. 
It  would  reinforce  the  substantial  in- 
vestment made  by  several  firms  and  in- 
stitutions and  would  be  an  incentive  for 
other  firms  to  remain  and  do  the  same, 
thereby  preserving  jobs — a  leading  com- 
munity priority.   The  possibility  of  ad- 
ditional lighting  and  landscaping  would 
further  these  goals,  as  well  as  enhance 
public  safety,  a  key  issue  with  the 
business  community  as  expressed  in  a  re- 
cent South  End  Business  Association  re- 
port. 

Failure  to  reconstruct  these  streets 
could  lead  to  an  erosion  of  confidence 
within  the  business  community,  the  pos- 
sible relocation  or  deferred  expansion 
of  some  enterprises  with  a  concommitant 
loss  of  jobs  and  a  dimunition  of  the 
real  estate  tax  base. 

Group  C.  Washington  Street  will  need  to 
be  thoroughly  reconstructed  in  conjunc- 
tion with  the  relocation  of  the  elevated 
Orange  Line  to  the  Southwest  Corridor, 
and  the  construction  of  some  form  of  re- 
placement transit  service.  Funds  must 
be  secured  for  future  reconstruction  in 
a  coordinated  development  effort  toward 
improvement  of  this  full  corridor  through 
the  South  End. 

Group  D.  These  two  streets,  one  exist- 
ing and  one  proposed,  would  constitute 
the  final  phase  of  traffic  improvements 
designed  to  divert  commuter  traffic 
around  rather  than  through  the  South 
End.  Such  diversion  has  a  clearly  bene- 
ficial effect  upon  the  livability  of  a 
neighborhood  by  increasing  pedestrian 
safety  and  lessening  noise  and  exhaust 
pollutants. 
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STREET  AND  SIDEWALK  RECONSTRUCTION  -  TO 
BE  DEFERRED  OR  DELETED 

Group  A.   The  following  seven  streets 
from  Columbus  to  Tremont:   Northampton, 
Camden,  Davenport,  Burke,  Coventry,  Cun- 
ard  and  Walpole. 

Although  these  streets  are  deteriorated 
and  in  need  of  eventual  reconstruction 
due  to  cracked  and  disintegrating  paving 
surfaces,  the  potential  adverse  impact 
of  deferring  these  improvements  should 
be  limited.  These  streets  have  a  rela- 
tively low  volume  of  vehicular  and 
pedestrian  use  due  to  the  generally  low 
intensity  of  development  on  them.   In 
addition,  it  would  be  premature  to 
undertake  a  major  improvement  program  in 
this  area  until  development  plans  for 
the  Southwest  Corridor  are  finalized  and 
therefore  one  can  determine  lighting, 
landscaping,  and  design  needs. 

Group  B.   The  followiag  ten  streets: 
from  Washington  to  Harrison;  Perry, 
Savoy,  Trask,  East  Lenox  (to  Albany  as 
well),  Newcomb,  Thorndike,  Alley  710; 
Parmelee  from  Massachusetts  Avenue  to 
Northampton,  Fellows  from  Randall  to 
Northampton,  and  Randall  from  Fellows  to 
Albany. 

These  are  minor  streets  in  a  warehousing 
and  manufacturing  district  with  occa- 
sional scattered  housing.   It  is  gener- 
ally underdeveloped  in  comparison  with 
the  similar  district  on  the  other  side 
of  Massachusetts  Avenue.   Some  of  these 
streets  in  fact  are  little  more  than 
alleyways  and  may  be  discontinued  when 
future  development  occurs.   It  is  again 
premature  to  undertake  major  improve- 
ments on  these  streets  at  current  levels 
of  use  and  development  and  until  plans 
for  the  Crosstown  Industrial  park  make  a 
clear  statement  as  to  the  future  use  of 
these  streets. 

When  development  does  occur,  normal 
maintenance  funds  from  the  City  Public 


Works  Department  could  be  used  for  sur- 
face reconstruction.   Special  design 
features  which  complement  the  historic 
preservation  areas  in  other  parts  of  the 
South  End  are  not  necessary  on  these 
streets. 

Group  C.   Five  streets  from  Harrison  to 
Albany:   Randolph,  East  Dedham,  East 
Brookline,  East  Newton,  East  Concord, 
and  Andrews  Street  from  E.  Dedham  to  E. 
Canton. 

With  the  exception  of  E.  Brookline 
Street,  these  blocks  are  predominantly 
industrial  or  institutional  in  nature. 
Although  there  is  a  demonstrated  need  to 
upgrade  this  area  in  accordance  with  ex- 
panded business  development,  these 
streets  are  not  so  deteriorated  that 
they  are  beyond  the  scope  of  normal  Pub- 
lic Works  Department  maintenance.   Addi- 
tionally these  streets  are  not  major 
carriers  nor  are  they  situated  in  the 
Historic  District  where  special  design 
treatment  would  be  necessary.   Deferring 
reconstruction  until  future  development 
occurs  should  not  have  a  major  negative 
impact  upon  the  area. 

Group  D.   West  Newton  Street  between 
Columbus  and  the  Railroad. 

This  street  will  be  disrupted  during 
construction  of  the  Southwest  Corridor 
right-of-way  and  improvements  should  be 
deferred  until  after  that  time. 


STREET  LIGHTING  -  NOT  BUILT,  FUNDING 
APPLICATION  IN  PROGRESS 

IBA  Loop  Streets,  Paseo  Aguadilla 
and  Paseo  San  Juan 

This  lighting  is  part  of  the  infrastruc- 
ture necessary  for  the  completion  of 
Viviendas  la  Victoria  II  housing. 
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STREET  LIGHTING  -   FUNDS  TO  BE   SOUGHT 

None.      The   task  of   improving   street 
lighting   is  nearly  complete.      Additional 
street  lighting  will  be  added  where 
necessary  on  streets  which  are  currently 
planned  for  reconstruction,   and  on  those 
streets  discussed  previously   for  which 
reconstruction  funds  are  being   sought. 


STREET  LIGHTING 
DELETED 


TO   BE   DEFERRED  OR 


Camden,   Railroad  to  Columbus 
Newland  Place,   Alley  707  to  Newland 
West  Haven,   Alley   707  to  Newland 

Ball,   Shawmut  to  Washington 

Perry,   Washington  to  Harrison 
Savoy,   Washington  to  Harrison 


Trask,  Parmalee  to  Harrison 
Parmalee,  Massachusetts  Ave. 
Northampton 


to 


Newcomb,  Washington  to  Harrison 

E.  Berkeley,  Harrison  to  Albany 
Randolph,  Harrison  to  Albany 

East  Lenox,  Harrison  to  Albany 
Fellows,  Northampton  to  Randall 
Randall,  Fellows  to  Albany 

As  previously  indicated  most  of  these 
streets  fall  within  an  underdeveloped 
industrial/institutional  area.   Several 
'  of  these  streets  such  as  Camden,  Trask, 
Parmalee,  Fellows  and  Randall  may  be 
discontinued  when  development  of  the 
Crosstown  Industrial  Park  takes  place. 
Some  abut  vacant  parcels  and  have  little 
pedestrian  traffic  and  others  are  pri- 
vate ways  not  qualified  for  funding  at 
this  time.   For  any  streets  where  devel- 
opment may  dictate  need  for  increased 
lighting  city  capital  funds  would  be  a 
likely  source  for  these  improvements. 
Significant  physical,  safety  or  aesthet- 


ic effects  are  not  anticipated  from  de- 
ferring or  deleting  this  lighting. 


SEWER,  DRAIN  AND  WATERLINE  RECONSTRUCTION 

These  underground  improvements  vary 
somewhat  from  street,  sidewalk  and 
lighting  improvements  by  the  manner  in 
which  they  are  linked  as  a  continuous 
progressive  system.   For  instance,  it  is 
possible  to  improve  street  lighting  on  a 
block-by-block  basis  without  severely 
impacting  the  surrounding  streets.   Each 
block  and  each  improvement  is  relatively 
autonomous. 

With  a  sewer  and  drain  system  this  is 
not  so.   It  is  a  series  of  lines  and 
conduits  which  flow  from  one  to  an- 
other.  The  material  passing  through  the 
system  enters  from  various  points  and  is 
gradually  led  to  a  few  mainlines  which 
lead  to  a  common  destination.   This  lin- 
ear progression  requires  gradually 
larger  capacities.   A  breakdown  at  the 
beginning  or  "upstream  end"  of  the  sys- 
tem affects  only  a  small  number  of  users 
whereas  a  failure  "downstream"  at  the 
endpoint  could  disrupt  most  of  the  sys- 
tem. 

A  waterline  system  works  in  reverse, 
however.   The  greatest  capacity  or  vol- 
ume is  upstream  at  the  beginning  in  a 
few  large  mains,  which  branch  off  into  a 
myriad  of  smaller  lines,  the  smallest  of 
which  serve  downstream  individual  resi- 
dences. 

Far  less  work  remains  to  be  done  on  the 
water  system  because  mainline  recon- 
struction has  already  been  completed. 
In  addition,  the  majority  of  the  resi- 
dential street  contracts  included  up- 
grading of  local  water  service.   It  is 
from  the  residential  areas  that  the 
greatest  demand  is  generated.   Water 
quality  standards  remain  high  in  the 
South  End  and  a  well-designed  system, 
having  been  largely  rebuilt,  continues 
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to  serve  the  community  well.   The  BRA 
will  continue  to  seek  funds  for  line  im- 
provements on  West  Springfield  and  East 
Springfield  but  other  areas  listed  on 
the  following  pages  will  be  deferred  to 
the  Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Commission. 

The  situation  with  the  Sewer  and  Drain 
system  is  markedly  different.   After  the 
inception  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan,  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA) 
required  a  total  separation  of  sanitary 
and  storm  drains  in  an  effort  to  mini- 
mize the  pollution  of  Boston  Harbor. 
This  meant  that  the  existing  system 
which  had  deteriorated  badly  would  have 
to  be  replaced  and  a  new  parallel  system 
created.   Because  the  present  system 
does  not  meet  EPA  standards,  funding 
must  be  sought  to  build  a  separated  sys- 
tem which  will  bring  the  city  into  com- 
pliance with  Federal  regulations. 

The  following  list  indicates  the  magni- 
tude of  water  sewer  and  drain  work  re- 
maining.  Funds  for  many  of  these  essen- 
tial improvements  will  be  sought  from 
EPA  by  the  BRA  and  others  as  listed  will 
be  deferred  to  the  Boston  Water  and 
Sewer  Commission. 
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TABLE  I I 1-4 

REMAINING  PUBLIC  IMPROVEMENTS  IN  SOUTH  END  URBAN  RENEWAL  AREA 

Streets  are  listed  beginning  in  the  northwest  corner  of  the  South  End,  listing 
all  east-west  streets  under  discussion  (e.g..  West  Brookline,  Massachusetts 
Ave.)  and  then  north-south  streets  (e.g.,  Columbus,  Washington). 

STREET  AND  SIDEWALK  RECONSTRUCTION  -  Not  Built,  Funding  Approved 

West  Canton  Street,  Columbus  to  Railroad 
Holyoke  Street,  Columbus  to  Railroad 
Rutland  Street,  Tremont  to  Shawmut 
West  Concord  Street,  Tremont  to  Shawmut 
Northampton  Street,  Tremont  to  Washington 
Lenox  Street,  Tremont  to  Washington 
Bristol  Street,  Harrison  to  Albany 

STREET  AND  SIDEWALK  RECONSTRUCTION  -  Not  Built,  Funding  Application  in  Progress 

Dartmouth  Street,  Railroad  to  Tremont 

Yarmouth  Street,  Railroad  to  Columbus 

West  Springfield  Street,  Columbus  to  Tremont,  Shawmut  to  Washington 

Worcester  Street,  Columbus  to  Tremont  (sidewalk  -  odd  side  only) 

E.  Concord  Street,  Washington  to  Harrison 

Shawmut  Avenue,  Mass.  Ave.  to  West  Brookline 

W.  Newton  Street,  Shawmut  to  Washington 

Union  Park  Street,  Harrison  to  Albany  (sidewalk,  even  side  only) 

IBA  Loop  Streets:   Paseo  Aguadilla,  Paseo  San  Juan 

STREET  AND  SIDEWALK  RECONSTRUCTION  -  Funds  to  be  Sought 

Herald  St.  Extension,  Columbus  to  Tremont 
Herald  St.,  Tremont  to  Washington  St. 
Apple ton,  Dartmouth  to  Clarendon 
West  Newton  Street,  Tremont  to  Columbus 
West  Canton  Street,  Warrent  to  Tremont 
Montgomery  Street,  W.  Canton  to  Clarendon 
Clarendon  Street,  Columbus  to  Warren  Ave. 
Rutland  Street,  Shawmut  to  Washington 
W.  Concord  Street,  Shawmut  to  Washington 
W.  Dedham  Street,  Tremont  to  Shawmut 
E.  Newton  Street,  Washington  to  James 
Plympton  Street,  Harrison  to  Albany 
Wareham  Street,  Harrison  to  Albany 

Maiden  St.,  Harrison  Ave.  to  Albany  St. 
Monsignor  Reynolds  Way,  Washington  to  Harrison 

Warren  Avenue,  Columbus  to  Clarendon 

Shawmut  Ave.,  Herald  St.  to  W.  Brookline  and  Mass.  Ave.  to  Sterling  Street 

Washington  St.,  E.  Berkeley  St.  to  Sterling  St. 

Harrison  Ave.,  E.  Berkeley  St.  to  Treadwell 

Albany  St.,  E.  Berkeley  St.  to  Aaron 

East  Canton  Street,  Harrison  to  Albany 

Dartmouth  Place,  Dartmouth  Street  to  Clarendon 
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STREET  AND  SIDEWALK  RECONSTRUCTION  -  To  Be  Deferred  or  Deleted 

West  Newton,  Railroad  tracks  to  Columbus 
Northampton,  Columbus  to  Tremont 
Camden,  Columbus  to  Tremont 
Davenport,  Columbus  to  Tremont 
Burke,  Columbus  to  Tremont 
Coventry,  Columbus  to  Tremont 
Cunard,  Columbus  to  Tremont 
Walpole,  Columbus  to  Tremont 

Perry,  Washington  to  Harrison 
Savoy,  Washington  to  Harrison 

Trask,  Washington  to  Harrison 

East  Lenox,  Washington  to  Albany 

Newcomb,  Washington  to  Harrison 

Thorndike,  Washington  to  Harrison 

Alley  710,  Washington  to  Harrison 

Parmalee,  Massachusetts  Avenue  to  Northaiipton 

Randolph,  Harrison  to  Albany 
East  Dedham,  Harrison  to  Albany 
East  Brookline,,  Harrison  to  Albany 
East  Newton,  Harrison  to  Albany 
East  Concord  St. ,  Harrison  to  Albany 
Fellov/s  St.,  Randall  to  Northampton 
Randall  St.,  Fellows  to  Albany 
Andrews  St.,  East  Dedham  to  East  Canton 

STREET  LIGHTING  -  Not  Built,  Funding  Application  in  Progress 

IBA  Loop  Streets,  Paseo  Aguadilla  and  Paseo  San  Juan 

STREET  LIGHTING  -  Funds  to  be  Sought 

None 

STREET  LIGHTING  -  To  Be  Deferred  or  Deleted 

Camden,  Railroad  to  Columbus 
Newland  Place,  Alley  707  to  Newland 
West  Haven,  Alley  707  to  Newland 

Ball,  Shawmut  to  Washington 

Perry,  Washington  to  Harrison 
Savoy,  Washington  to  Harrison 

Trask,  Parmalee  to  Harrison 

Parmalee,  Massachusetts  Ave.  to  Northampton 

NewcOTib,   Washington  to  Harrison 

E.  Berkeley,  Harrison  to  Albany 
Randolph,  Harrison  to  Albany 


216 


East  Lenox,  Harrison  to  Fellows 
Fellows,  Northampton  to  Randall 
Randall,  Fellows  to  Albany 

WATER  LINE  RECONSTRUCTION  -  Funding  Applied  For 

West  Springfield,  Columbus  to  Tremont 
East  Springfield,  Washington  to  Harrison 
Camden  Street,  Columbus  to  Tremont 
Appleton  Street,  Clarendon  to  Dartmouth 
Dartmouth  Place,  Clarendon  to  Dartmouth  Street 
W.  Canton  Street,  Columbus  to  Warren 
Pembroke  Street,  Tremont  to  Warren 
Montgomery  Street,  W.  Canton  to  Clarendon 

WATER  LINE  RECONSTRUCTION  -  To  Be  Deferred  or  Deleted 

Yarmouth  St.,  Railroad  to  Columbus 
West  Canton  St.,  Railroad  to  Columbus 
Holyoke  St.,  Railroad  to  Columbus 

Davenport  St.,  Columbus  to  Tremont 
Burke  St. ,  Columbus  to  Tremont 
Coventry  St.,  Columbus  to  Tremont 
Cunard  St. ,  Columbus  to  Tremont 
Walpole  St.,  Columbus  to  Tremont 

Northampton,  Tremont  to  Washington 

West  Brookline,  Shawmut  Ave.  to  Washington 
Savoy  St.,  Washington  to  Harrison 
East  Lenox,  Washington  to  Fellows  St. 

Randall  St.,  Fellows  to  Albany 

Randolph,  Harrison  to  Albany 

SEWER  AND  DRAIN  RECONSTRUCTION  -  Funds  to  be  Sought 

Northampton,  Columbus  to  Tremont 

and  Harrison  to  Albany 
West  Newton,  Tremont  to  Washington 
East  Newton,  Washington  to  Albany 

Rutland,  Tremont  to  Washington 
West  Concord,  Tremont  to  Washington 
East  Concord,  Washington  to  Albany  St. 
Worcester  St.,  Tremont  to  Harrison 
East  Springfield,  Tremont  to  Washington 
East  Springfield,  Washington  to  Harrison 

Perry  St.,  Washington  to  Harrison 

Rollins,  Washington  to  Harrison 

Waltham,  Washington  to  Harrison 

Monsignor  Reynolds  Way,  Washington  to  Harrison 
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East  Lenox,  Washington  to  Harrison 
Newcomb,  Washington  to  Harrison 
Thorndike,  Washington  to  Harrison 

Wareham,  Harrison  to  Albany 
Plympton,  Harrison  to  Albany 
East  Dedhain,  Harrison  to  Albany 
East  Brookline,  Harrison  to  Albany 
Randall  St.,  Fellows  to  Albany 

St.  George,  East  Brookline  to  East  Concord 
Alley  710,  East  Brookline  to  East  Newton 
Reed  St.,  Northampton  to  Hunneman 
Fellows  St.,  Northampton  to  Randall 

Washington,  Berkeley  to  Massachusetts  Ave. 

&  Camden  to  Thorndike 
Albany,  Maiden  to  East  Brookline 

&  East  Newton  to  East  Concord 

&  Mass.  Ave.  to  Randall  St. 

SEWER  AND  DRAIN  RECONSTRUCTION  -  To  Be  Deferred  or  Deleted 

West  Brookline,  Warren  to  Washington 
Concord  Sq.,  Columbus  to  Tremont 

Massachusetts  Ave.,  Shawmut  to  Washington 

Trask,  Parmalee  to  Gage 

Shawmut,  Lenox  to  Hammond  St. 
Washington,  Woodbury  to  Ball 

Albany,  Berkeley  to  Maiden 

and  East  Concord  to  Mass.  Ave. 
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Street  Reconstruction 


Funds    to   be    sought 
•  HBBTo  be  deferred  or  deleted 


MAP   III-l 
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Street  Lighting 


Funds  to  be  sought 

To  be  deferred  or  deleted 


MAP  III-2 
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Water  Line  Reconstruction 


0^ 


Funds  to  be  sought 
I  To  be  deferred  or  deleted 


MAP  III-3 
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Sewer  and  Drain  Reconstruction 


Funds  to  be  sought 
I  To  be  deferred  or  deleted 


MAP  III-4 
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F.   UNAVOIDABLE  ADVERSE  ENVIRONMENTAL 
EFFECTS 

The  adverse  impacts  which  will  result 
both  from  Financial  Settlement  of  the 
Urban  Renewal  Project  and  from  implemen- 
tation of  the  preferred  alternatives 
on  the  major  reuse  parcels  have  been 
discussed  in  detail  above.   In  summary 
the  major  unavoidable  adverse  environ- 
mental effects  include  the  following: 

1.  The  displacement  of  a  maximum  of  39 
households  and  18  businesses. 

2.  The  loss  through  demolition  and 
site  clearance  activities  of  nine- 
teenth century  brick  South  End  row 
houses.   Such  demolition  activity 
will  primarily  occxir  on  two  sites. 
Tent  City  (parcel  llA)  and  Rollins 
St.  (parcel  32).   Though  these 
buildings  have  no  particular  historic 
or  architectural  significance,  they 
are  a  part  of  the  predominent  archi- 
tectural style  of  the  area. 

3.  New  commercial  development  which  may 
adversely  effect  some  existing  small 
businesses  which,  due  to  inefficiencies, 
may  or  may  not  be  competitive  with 

new  retail  outlets. 

4.  As  presented  on  a  parcel  specific 
basis,  many  of  the  proposed  reuse 
alternatives,  if  developed  according 
to  the  legal  maximums  in  intensity, 
could  generate  levels  of  noise  and 
air  pollutants  which  are  in  excess  of 
established  federal  standards. 

5.  Some  of  the  development  alternatives, 
if  undertaken  at  the  legal  maximum 
level  of  intensity  can  be  expected  to 
adversely  impact  the  supply  of  local 
on-street  parking,  if  sufficient 
parking  is  not  provided  off-street. 

6.  The  development  contemplated  combined 
with  other  planned  public  and  private 


investment  in  and  near  the  South  End 
can  be  expected  to  elevate  property 
values  and  thus  housing  costs.   While 
such  a  trend  carries  with  it  obvious 
fiscal  benefits  for  the  city  and 
economic  benefit  for  property  owners, 
low  and  moderate  income  renters  in 
vtnsubsidized  housing  units  may  be 
adversely  effected  by  rental  increases 
or  private  displacement  activities. 

7.  As  discussed  previously,  the  non-comple- 
tion of  planned  public  improvements, 

if  other  funds  cannot  be  secured  as 
planned,  can  be  expected  to  have  some 
negative  impacts  on  the  community  in 
the  areas  of  drainage,  potable  water 
quality,  public  safety  and  the 
aesthetic  quality  of  the  environment. 
These  include  projects  such  as  street 
and  sidewalk  reconstruction,  new 
sewer  and  water  lines,  landscaping 
and  street  lighting. 

8.  Construction  activity  resulting 

from  many  of  the  contemplated  develop- 
ments, particularly  large  scale  new 
construction  such  as  would  occur  on 
the  Tent  City  Site  ( llA) ,  may  result 
in  temporary  impacts  on  the  physical 
environment  such  as  noise,  dust, 
pedestrian  and  vehicular  traffic 
disruption,  and  the  generation  of 
waste  materials  which  will  require 
disposal. 


G.   MITIGATION  MEASURES 

While  the  actions  assessed  in  this 
document  have  certain  associated  negative 
effects  which  cannot  be  avoided,  many 
of  the  negative  impacts  presented  can  in 
part  be  mitigated.   Many  mitigation 
strategies  and  measures,  particularly 
those  of  a  parcel  specific  nature,  have 
been  presented  previously.   Mitigation 
measures  which  could  reduce  the  adverse 
environemntal  effects  identified  include 
the  following: 
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1.  Displacement  should  be  avoided 
\(rtiere  it  is  prudently  feasible  to  do 
so.   In  cases  where  it  is  unavoidable, 
efforts  should  be  made  to  relocate 
those  displaced  within  the  South  End 
if  that  is  preferred  by  the  displacee. 

2.  Small  businesses  which  may  be  adversely 
affected  by  competition  from  new 
retail  establishments  should  be 
provided  with  the  opportunity  to  seek 
Snail  Business  Administration  (SBA) 

and  Office  of  Minority  Business 
Enterprise  (OMBE)  loans  and  technical 
assistance  to  enable  them  to  become 
more  efficient  and  more  competitive. 

3.  Maximiim  or  near  maximum  intensity 
development  on  many  of  the  reuse 
parcels  which  could  potentially 
generate  excessive  levels  of  noise, 
air  pollutants,  traffic  and  parking 
demand  should  be  scaled  down  to  the 
degree  needed  to  achieve  compliance 
with  established  environmental 
standards  and  established  parking 
requirements . 

4.  In  order  to  in  part  mitigate  the  nega- 
tive effects  of  rising  housing  costs 
on  certain  segments  of  the  community 
the  BRA  should  explore  new  policies 
and  programs  in  a  manner  consistent 
with  established  South  End  housing 
policies.   Utilizing  housing  reuse 
parcels  to  expand  opportunities i for 
moderate  income  home  ownership  would 
provide  one  approach.   Also  assisting 
in  the  expansion  of  employment 
opportunities  for  unemployed  and 
underemployed  South  Enders  would 
serve  to  enhance  the  relative  economic 
position  of  many  in  the  commtinity. 

5.  The  negative  effects  of  delayed  or 
deleted  planned  public  improvements 


Boston  Redevelopment  Authority. 
Subsidized  Housing  in  the  South  End. 
April  1978. 


can  in  part  be  mitigated  by  prioritiz- 
ing these  projects  according  to  need 
and  urgency. 

6.  Negative  construction  impacts  can  be 
partly  mitigated  by  a  variety  of 
actions  including  pedestrian  and 
vehicular  traffic  control  measures, 
such  as  signs,  detours  and  temporary 
sidewalks.   Careful  adherance  to  city 
ordinance  and  state  regulation 
governing  construction  noise,  dust 
generation,  erosion  and  spoils 
disposal  would  also  serve  to  reduce 
potentially  adverse  effects . 

7.  An  effective  commxinity  participation 
process  can  itself  serve  as  one  of 
the  best  mitigation  measures.   The 
assessment  above  had  generally  not 
reviewed  specific  development  plans 
but  rather  the  impact  of  typical 
developanent  which  could  be  achieved 

on  the  major  reuse  parcels  in  acordance 
with  existing  land  use  regulations. 
Consequently  a  number  of  unknowns 
still  exist  surrounding  the  exact 
nature  of  future  development  on  the 
major  parcels.   Thus  the  active 
involvement  of  area  residents  in  the 
review  of  future  plans  for  these 
parcels  can  be  an  effective  means  of 
identifying  and  mitigating  potential 
adverse  environmental  effects . 


H.   IRRETRIEVABLE  OR  IRREVERSIBLE  COMMITMENT 
OF  RESOURCES 

Any  irreplaceable  resources,  natural  or 
manmade,  destroyed  by  the  actions  proposed 
will  be  negligible  in  terms  of  the  physical, 
social  and  economic  benefits  accrued  to 
the  community.   The  planned  actions  will 
be  undertaken  in  accordance  with  approved 
plans  for  the  area,  including  transporta- 
tion improvement  plans,  housing  plans 
and  economic  development  plans  of  the 
city  and  metropolitan  area,  as  indicated 
in  detail  and  on  a  parcel  specific  basis 
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above.   The  planned  actions  have  been 
formulated  in  accordance  with  existing 
guidelines  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  and 
attempts  have  been  made  to  relate  the 
planned  actions  to  relevant  planning 
information.   While  the  planned  actions 
will  have  some  disruptive  aspects,  they 
will  have  an  overall  beneficial  effect 
on  the  viability  of  the  community. 
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IV.   TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 

TECHNICAL  APPENDIX  A 

METHODOLOGY  FOR  IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  CALCULATIONS  FOR 
ECONOMIC  BASE  AND  EMPLOYMENT,  TAX  REVENUE,  TRIP 
GENERATION,  AND  PARKING 

Construction  Costs 


These  figures  have  been  used  to  determine  the  construction  costs  of 
potential  development.   The  figures  represent  brick  and  mortar  costs  for 
stmctures  and  buildings,  and  not  land  or  site  preparation  costs. 

All  costs  are  in  1978  dollars;  costs  include  contractor's  overhead 
and  profit  but  do  not  include  A/E  fees,  unusual  site  development  costs,  or 
land  acquisition. 

NEW  CONSTRUCTION        REHAB* 


•  Retail : 

-Small  Retail  $32/SF  $21.33/SF 

(e.g.,  neighborhood  market  or 

other  convenience  store) 
-Supermarket  $32/SF  $21.33/SF 

-Department  Store  Scale  $27/SF  $17.99/SF 

•  Industry  $21/SF  $13.99/SF 

•  Office  $54/SF  $35.99/SF 

•  Institutional  $54/SF  $35.99/SF 

•  Residential: 

-New  Construction   $42,800/du 
-Rehab  Construction  $28,500/du 

•  Open  Space  $3.50/SF 

•  Parking: 

-Surface  $1070/ space 

-Structured  $5350/space 

*Based  upon  2/3rds  of  the  cost  of  new  construction. 


NOTE:     These  figures  have  been  altered  where  unique  parcel  condi- 
tions require  different  assumptions. 

SOURCES:  -BRA  1977  Report  "Boston's  Southwest  Corridor  Development 
Potential;  Analysis  and  Projection  of  the  Social  and 
Economic  Impacts." 

-Mean  Construction  Cost  Data 


-Roy  Mann  Associates 
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2.  Construction  Employment 

This  foinnula  has  been  used  to  determine  the  total  amount  of  construc- 
tion employment  associated  with  potential  development. 

All  Land  Uses:   50%  of  constuction  cost/$16,000  per  employee 
total  man  years  of  construction  employment 

Sources:        At  BRA's  suggestion,  this  figxire  represents 
a  minor  upward  revision  in  the  percent  of 
construction  cost  from  45%  to  50%  compared 
to  the  August,  1977,  report;   "Boston's 
Southwest  Corridor  Development  Potential : 
Analysis  and  Projection  of  the  Social  and 
Economic  Impacts . " 

3.  Permanent  Employment 

These  formulas  have  been  used  to  determine  the  approximate  permanent 
new  employment  associated  with  potential  development.   They  are  based  on 
broad  averages  found  in  the  Boston  area;  however,  actual  numbers  will  depend 
on  the  specific  nature  of  new  development. 

•  Retail: 

Small  Retail  1  employee/1000  SF 

Other  Retail  1  employee/300  SF 

•  Office  or  Related  Institutional:  1  employee/250  SF* 

•  Industry:  1  employee/400  SF 

•  Community  College :  1  employee/1400  SF 

•  Residential:  1  employee/50  DU** 

Sources:   BRA  1977  report,  "Boston's  Southwest  Corridor  Development 
Potential:   Analysis  and  Projection  of  the  Social  and  Eco- 
nomic Impacts . " 

*Revision  from  BRA  estimate  of  1/200  SF  based  on  CGH&A  estimate 

**CGHSA  estimate,  BRA  report  made  no  assumption;  BHA  uses  one 
resident  employee  per  100  DU's,  plus  off -site  staff. 
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4.      Property  Taxes 

These  formulas  have  been  used  to  determine  the  approximate  level  of 
property  tax  associated  with  potential  development. 

The  City  is  currently  restudying  its  121-A  tax  policies  which  will 
affect  a  substantial  number  of  South  End  development  parcels;  therefore,  any 
estimates  at  this  time  are  highly  approximate.   The  following  formulas  were 
suggested  by  the  BRA  as  reasonable  and  conservative  working  estimates: 


Retail : 

Small  Retail 

Other  Retail 

Parking 
Office: 

Industry : 
Institutional 

Residential : * 

One  to  Three  Family  House 
Market  Rate 

Subsidized 


$1.60/SF/yr.  (Corresponds  to 
24%  of  gross  in- 
come) 

$2.15/SF/yr.  (Corresponds  to 
25%  of  gross  in- 
come) 

$2.15/SF/yr. 

$2.40/SF/yr.  (Corrsponds  to 

25%  of  gross  in- 
come) 

$2.64/SF/yr. 

None  (in  lieu  payment  will  be 
studied  on  a  parcel  spe- 
cific basis) 


33%  of  assessment  x  tax  rate 

$750/unit/yr.  (Corresponds  to 

20%  of  gross  income) 

$320/unit/yr.  (Corresponds  to 

15%  of  gross  income) 


*Estimated  taxes  will  be  refined  as  housing  types  are  determined 
on  a  parcel  by  parcel  basis. 

SOURCE:   See  introductory  note. 
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5.      Parking  Demand 

These  formulas  have  been  used  to  estimate  the  amount  of  parking  which 
is  customarily  required  by  different  types  of  development. 


•  Retail : 

•  Office  or  Comparable  Instutional: 

•  Industry : 

•  Residential: 

Elderly 
Non-elderly 


0-1  spaces/1000  SF 
1-1.5  spaces/1000  SF 
3-5  spaces/1000  SF 

.25-. 5  spaces/1000  SF 
.7-1  spaces/1000  SF 


NOTE:   Figures  will  be  lower  near  transit  stations,  for  retail 
and  office. 

NOTE:   Off-street  parking  must  be  provided  on  each  development 
parcel. 

SOURCE:   Boston  Zoning  Code  &  Enabling  Act,  City  of  Boston,  1973. 


6.      Trip  Generation 

These  formulas  have  been  used  to  estimate  the  number  of  automobile 
trips  which  customarily  is  generated  by  different  types  of  development. 


•  Retail: 

•  Office  and  Related  Institutional ; 

•  Industry 

•  Residential: 

Non-elderly 


20-30  trips/1000  SF/average  day 
6-8  trips/1000  SF/average  day 

3-5  trips/1000  SF/average  day 
2-3  trips/1000  SF/average  day 


NOTE:   Figures  will  be  lower  near  transit  stations,  for  retail  and 
offices. 

SOURCES:   Trip  Generation,  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers,  1976, 
with  modifications  based  on  discussions  with  BRA. 
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Additional  Assumptions  Employed  in  Forecasting  the 
Impacts  of  Reuse  Alternatives 

1.  Density  data  provided  by  the  BRA  has  been  interpreted  as  applying  to 
both  mixed  use  and  single  use  alternatives  when  such  options  are  con- 
sidered for  the  same  site.   This  situation  is  typically  associated 
with  housing  development  which  considers  the  possibility  of  ground 
floor  commercial.   In  such  cases  in  order  to  accommodate  the  new 
usage,  e.g.,  ground  floor  commercial,  the  additional  space  was  sub- 
tracted from  the  residential  or  other  predominent  use,  and  the  same 
overall  density  was  maintained. 

2.  In  cases  where  specific  design  controls  were  not  provided  by  the  BRA 
for  specific  decisions  were  made  in  accordance  with  general  general 
land  use  and  design  controls  for  the  site.   These  decisions  were  made 
based  upon  knowledge  of  the  site  and  with  BRA  review  and  approval. 

3.  As  indicated  in  this  appendix,  the  cost  of  rehab  construction  were 
based  upon  an  estimated  2/3s  of  the  cost  of  new  construction.   This 
figure  was  used  following  consultation  with  A.G.  Hilgenhurst  Inc. 

4.  Additional  figures  to  be  used  for  estimating  annual  property  tax 
revenue  were  suggested  by  the  BRA  as  follows: 

a.  Parking  -  $2.15/SF 

b.  Industry  -  $2.64/SF 

5.  Recreational  usage  was  assumed  to  cover  all  of  a  parcel  site. 

6.  Two  permanent  employees  (2  person  years)  were  assumed  necessary  for 
the  care  and  maintenance  of  each  open  space/recreational  usage  on 

a  parcel. 

7.  Internal  estimates  were  used  to  estimate  the  number  of  permanent 
employees  necessary  for  the  operation  of  a  parking  use  on  a  reuse 
parcel,  where  parking  was  an  alternative  for  parcel  reuse  such  as 
the  Franklin  Institute  Lot  (7) . 
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PPENDIX  B 

ARRET  FEASIBILITY  FACTORS 

he  purpose  of  market  feasibility  in 
he  E.I.S.  is  to  review  the  specific 
ew  investments  which  may  result  from 
isposition  of  BRA  property  in  the 
outh  End  in  order  to  determine 
he  relative  likelihood  of  development 
ithin  the  near  term.   A  time  horizon 
f  five  to  seven  years  is  selected  as 
he  basis  for  an  assessment  of  relative 
easibility.   Feasibility  is  reviewed 
rimarily  with  respect  to  fully 
rivate  investment  and,  secondarily, 
n  terms  of  appropriateness  for 
arious  government-assisted  models  of 
nvestment.   The  analysis  is  organized 
y  land  use  and  by  location.  The  four 
uadrants  of  the  South  End  are  each 
xamined  on  a  parcel-by-parcel  basis 
or  retail,  industrial  and  residen- 
ial  investments.   Other  possible 
nvestments  are  reviewed  case  by 
ase. 

11  of  the  analysis  presented  here  is 
lased  on  a  review  of  available  infor- 
lation  and  on  interviews  with  knowledge- 
ble  specialists.   These  findings 
re  summarized  parcel-by-parcel  and 
n  comparison  to  other  parcels  and 
.0  other  investments  in   eachi  land  use 
i^lassification. 


lETHODOLOGY:  REVIEW  OF  INVESTMENTS 

^s  a  preliminary  step,  the  invest- 
ments under  review  are  catalogued 
)y  location  and  proposed  future 
-and  use.   Since  the  investments 
mder  review  represent  maximum 
.ntensity  of  develop^tient  physically 
Possible  on  the  land  area  involved, 
-t  was  necessary  in  some  instances 
:o  consider  a  second  level  of 
ievelopment  as  well.   This  second 
Level  represents  a  probable  level 
)f  development  achievable  in 
'ractice. 


The  major  reasons  for  the  different 
levels  are  financial  and  regulatory. 
Financially,  the  cost  of  increasing 
the  density  on  a  given  site  beyond 
certain  threshholds  tends  to  reduce 
the  profitability  of  an  investment, 
that  is,  there  are  diseconomies  of 
scale.   For  example,  a  building  above 
three  stores  will  typically  require  an 
elevator  and  "Class  A"  Construction, 
which  adds  to  the  cost  per  unit. 

In  the  regulatory  area,  zoning  controls 
and  building  codes  often  regulate 
intensity  by  means  of  occupancy  levels, 
parking  capacity  and  egress  requirements, 
as  well  as  by  floor  area  ratio.   For 
example,  full  coverage  of  a  site  for 
residential  units  requires  a  developaaent 
to  bear  the  added  cost  of  a  parking 
garage.   From  a  planning  perspective, 
a  public  agency  such  as  the  BRA  may 
have  an  obligation  to  the  land  uses 
adjacent  to  a  parcel  to  prescribe  a 
lower  intensity  of  development  or 
no  development  at  all.   Thus,  for  each 
investment  under  review,  a  practical 
level  was  estimated  for  review.   A 
summary  of  these  estimates  follows. 

Each  possible  investment  is  reviewed 
from  the  perspective  of  fully  private 
investment.   An  array  of  criteria  is 
applied  to  each  possible  investment. 
These  criteria  are  drawn  from  practical 
experience  and  represent  tests  which  a 
fiduciary  (prudent  investor)  would  be 
expected  to  apply  in  considering  whether 
or  not  to  commit  funds  to  undertake  a 
particular  development.   These  criteria 
are  as  follows: 

1.  Are  incompatible  adjacent  uses 
present  and  are  likely  to  continue 
beyond  five  to  seven  years? 

2.  Do  significant  access  and/or  infra- 
structure deficiencies  exist? 
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3.  Does  significant  conflict  exist 
with  elements  of  pviblic  policy, 
related  to  city,  state,  and  inde- 
pendent authority  objectives? 

4.  Is  major  opposition  from  abutters 
or  community  organizations  present? 

Where  the  answers  to  these  questions  are 
affirmative,  the  likelihood  of  private 
development  is  concluded  to  be  low. 
Where  these  conditions  are  minor  or  not 
present,  the  relevant  general  market 
conditions  are  examined. 

The  concluding  analytical  step  is  to 
classify  each  possible  investment  on  an 
unassisted  private  market  feasibility 
scale.   Based  on  the  screening  criteria 
just  mentioned  and  on  general  market 
conditions,  each  potential  private 
investment  is  judged  in  terms  of  prob- 
ability of  implementation  within  the 
time  horizon  of  five  to  seven  years. 
The  following  defined  classifications 
are  applied: 

Good;   Barring  unforseen  events  or 
governmental  prohibition,  the  invest- 
ment is  likely  to  occur. 

Moderate:   Given  a  healthy  regula- 
tory and  economic  picture,  the  invest- 
ment has  a  better  than  50  percent  chance 
of  occuring. 

Fair:   Even  with  healthy  regulatory 
and  economic  conditions,  the  invest- 
ment has  less  than  an  even  chance. 

Poor;   The  investment  is  unlikely 
to  be  made. 

From  the  perspective  of  publicly- 
assisted  development,  a  similar 
screening  is  made.   Each  potential 
project  is  compared  to  the 
current  policies  of  the  most 
likely  public  bodies  responsible 
for  such  class  of  development. 


Investments  which  are  judged 
appropriate  under  these  various 
programs  are  then  rank-ordered 
according  to  their  likelihood 
to  succeed  or  occur. 

Non-Market  Criteria 
Each  of  the  possible  investments 
assessed  is  reviewed  from  the 
perspective  of  four  criteria  for 
private  investment.   Stated 
affirmatively,  these  criteria 
reflect  the  fact  that  a  prudent 
investor  would  seriously  consider 
only  projects  which: 

•  are  fundamentally  compatible 
with  their  surroundings ; 

•  are  fully  accessible  and 
serviced  with  infrastructure; 

•  are  compatible  with  major 
elements  of  public  policy;  and 

•  are  acceptable  to  abutters  and 
community  organizations. 

Thus,  the  intent  is  to  screen  out  those 
investments  which  have  one  or  more 
serious  deficiencies  in  these  areas. 
Investments  so  identified  are  classifie 
as  "poor"  in  market  feasibility  by  this 
study . 
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APPENDIX  C 

MARKET  FEASIBILITY  ASSESSMENT 

While  the  market  feasibility  of  the 
various  alternatives  of  the  reuse 
parcels  was  included  in  each  of  the 
matrices  of  the  nineteen  reuse  parcels, 
this  appendix  provides  a  more  detailed 
market  feasibility  assessment  of  these 
proposed  reuse  alternatives.   This 
assessment  is  organized  by  land  use, 
with  industrial,  commercial  and  resi- 
dential reuse  parcels  each  considered 
separately.   The  background  information 
which  explains  important  factors  in  the 
commercial,  industrial  and  residential 
real  estate  market  in  the  South  End  can 
be  fo\ind  in  Section  II  under  Existing 
Conditions.   Reviewing  the  market 
feasibiity  by  land  use  in  this  fashion 
provides  an  opportunity  to  compare 
various  potential  sites  for  specific 
types  of  development,  for  example  an 
industry  or  a  new  residential  development. 
This  enables  the  best  sites  for  particular 
reuse  alternatives  to  emerge  and  thus 
facilitates  better  judgements  concerning 
potential  reuse  alternatives.   The 
methodology  which  was  used  to  arrive  at 
the  judgements  contained  in  this  assess- 
ment is  discussed  in  the  previous 
section  in  this  appendix  entitled  Market 
Feasibility  Factors. 

Industrial  Development  Market  Assessment 
A  total  of  four  parcels  are  under  review 
for  industrial  investment.   One  possible 
industrial  parcel — the  New  Carter  School 
Site — has  two  significant  problems. 
Its  access  is  hindered  by  the  planned 
downgrading  of  traffic  on  Tremont  Street 
and  Columbus  Avenue.   This  change  coin- 
cides with  the  diversion  of  industrial 
traffic  onto  the  new  Crosstown  Arterial 
Street  which  begins  several  blocks  west 
of  the  site.   In  addition  to  this  in- 
compatibility with  other  public  efforts, 
it  is  judged  likely  that  industrial 
development  at  this  site  would  be  opposed 


by  community  groups.   The  market  feasi- 
bility of  the  New  Carter  School  Site  for 
industrial  investment  is  therefore  classi- 
fied poor. 

The  three  other  industrial  projects 
under  review  involve  new  construction  as 
a  possibility;  one  has  a  rehabilita- 
tion alternative.   All  appear  to  have 
feasible  parcel  size,  allowing  construc- 
tion of  30,000  to  35,000  square  foot 
single  level  plants.   All  have  major 
frontage  on  Harrison  Avenue  and  good  to 
excellent  access  to  the  major  highway 
system. 

The  Washington/Laconia  Parcel  has  the 
best  access  and  a  good  conf igxiration. 
Assembled  and  cleared,  this  parcel  could 
potentially  be  marketed  to  an  apparel 
firm,  which  would  take  advantage  of  its 
proximity  to  an  underemployed  labor 
force.   EDIC  staff  reported  recent 
interest  in  such  an  investment.   A 
similar  use  could  be  accommodated  through 
a  program  of  selective  rehabilitation  of 
this  complex  of  buildings.   Private 
ownership  is  presently  fragmented  and 
complete  rehabilitation  cannot  feasibly 
take  place.   Public  acquisition  could  be 
used  to  achieve  clearance  or  rehabilita- 
tion of  the  structures  in  poorer  condition, 
making  the  remaining  space  more  usable. 
This  parcel  is  rated  moderate  for 
assisted  private  industrial  investment 
under  these  assumptions.   More  detailed 
examination  of  the  existing  structures, 
uses  and  ownerships  is  necessary  to 
determine  which  development  strategy 
should  be  pursued. 

The  Rollins  Street  site  may  rank  as  a 
better  retail  site  than  industrial  due 
to  its  Washington  Street  frontage.   The 
configuration  of  the  site  is  well  suited 
for  industrial  development  assuming 
Rollins  Street  can  be  closed.   Its 
highway  access  is  more  remote  than 
Washington/Laconia.   This  parcel  is  rated 
moderate  for  assisted  private  industrial 
investment. 
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The  Harrison/East  Dedham  parcels  are  in 
an  obvious  industrial  location.   Their 
access  is  the  most  remote  of  all  three 
parcels  but  is  still  acceptable.   A 
major  question  exists  as  to  the  feasi- 
bility of  closing  the  two  cross-streets 
for  parking.   Even  without  such  closing, 
parking  could  be  located  at  the  extremies 
and  a  building  constructed  on  the  center 
portion  of  the  site.   However,  this 
layout  would  make  truck  loading  difficult. 
Assuming  these  configuration  problems 
could  be  solved,  this  site  is  rated 
moderate  for  assisted  private  industrial 
investment. 

Commercial  Development  Market  Assessment 
Because  a  full  size  food  store  seems  to 
be  the  minimal  significant  retail 
investment  in  the  South  End,  the  largest 
of  the  potential  South  End  retail 
developments  are  reviewed  first.   These 
include  five  possible  centers  of  20,000 
SFGLA  or  more. 

Tent  City  (up  to  26,000  SFGLA  pro- 
posed) is  rated  good  for  neighborhood- 
oriented  retail  investment.   It  is 
important  to  note,  however,  that  the 
cost  of  development  on  this  site  will  be 
relatively  high,  compared  to  an  open, 
low-density  site.   Assximing  that  some 
sort  of  housing  development  also  occurs 
on  this  site,  the  result  will  necessarily 
be  a  multi-story  complex.   Construction 
costs  attributable  to  retail  space  must 
necessarily  be  somewhat  higher  than  for 
basic  single  story  development. 

A  reasonable  investment  of  $50  per  SFGLA 
would  total  $1.3  million  of  retail  invest- 
ment.  The  mixed  use  of  the  proposed 
development,  the  integration  of  older 
existing  buildings  into  the  plan,  and  the 
very  important  relationship  between  the 
Tent  City  site  and  the  proposed  Copley 
Square  air-rights  development  all  suggest 
that  the  actual  design  of  a  Tent  City 
complex  will  have  a  major  impact  on  its 
viability.   It  is  not  possible  to  assess 
this  factor  with  currently-available 
information. 


It  should  be  noted,  however,  that 
some  parking  spaces  are  needed  to 
support  this  quantity  of  retail 
space.   This  is  especially  important 
in  view  of  the  competition  from  the 
larger  adjacent  Copley  Square  center 
for  walk- in  traffic.   The  250  proposed 
housing  units  will  not  generate  a 
significant  demand  for  retail  activity; 
the  retail  space  must  draw  from  a  much 
larger  market  area. 

A  comparable  example  of  this  potential 
problem  for  retail  at  Tent  City  may  be 
the  Mercantile  Building  in  the  Boston 
Waterfront  area.   This  property  incor- 
porates an  excellent  interior  retail 
mall.   The  retail  uses  there  were 
very  successful  for  about  one  year 
until  the  much  larger  Quincy  Market- 
place opened  nearby. 

The  implication  for  Tent  City  is  this: 
if  the  Copley  air-rights  project  chooses 
to  compete  directly  for  neighborhood/ 
convenience  retailing,  the  market 
feasibility  rating  of  the  site  for  such 
uses  must  be  reduced  significantly.   If 
the  Copley  retail  mix  is  compatible  with 
convenience  retail  uses  at  Tent  City 
(which  is  likely) ,  limited  retail 
development  on  the  Tent  City  site  will 
be  quite  feasible. 

The  New  Carter  School  Site  is  the 
largest  retail  possibility  with  some 
65,000  SFGLA  and  full  on-site  parking. 
This  site  is  rated  moderate  in  market 
feasibility  for  a  large  neighborhood 
retail  development.   In  addition  to  the 
advantages  of  size,  the  major  asset  of 
the  site  is  a  large  nearby  population 
base  which  currently  must  do  most  of  its 
shopping  outside  the  South  End  in  the 
Fenway  and  Back  Bay  areas.   The  develop- 
ment of  the  new  MBTA  Orange  Line  Station 
at  Massachusetts  Avenue  will  also 
help  this  location  since  it  lies 
between  this  station  and  the  Lower 
Roxbury/ South  End  population. 
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A  major  potential  factor  affecting 
the  feasibility  of  retail  use  on  this 
parcel  is  the  $41.2  million  mixed-use 
development  project  being  considered  for 
the  Ruggles  Street  Station  area,  on  four 
parcels,  as  discussed  in  Section  II. 
The  rating  of  the  New  Carter  School  Site 
would  be  lowered  if  this  competitive 
project  were  likely  to  be  built  within 
the  next  ten  years.   The  rating  of 
moderate  for  the  New  Carter  School  Site 
reflects  the  presumption  that  community 
support  can  be  achieved  for  a  well- 
conceived  development  program  in  the 
near  term.   Thus  it  would  be  an  estab- 
lished force  in  the  market  and  would 
tend  to  discourage  a  large  retail 
investment  at  Ruggles  Station.   In  the 
absence  of  such  community  support,  no 
private  investment  is  achievable  on 
this  site. 

It  should  be  noted  that  a  form  of 
state  assistance  for  retail  devel- 
opment is  now  available  through 
the  mechanism  of  revenue  bond  fin- 
ancing.  A  project  and  location  of  this 
type  may  well  represent  a  suitable 
vehicle  for  the  demontration  of  the 
mechanism.   Hence,  lower  interest 
financing  could  be  achieved  for  private 
development.  Even  under  this  approach, 
however,  private  risk  capital  is  nec- 
essary, and  the  feasibility  of  such  a 
program  would  remain  dependent  on  the 
same  factors  noted  above.   The  rent 
levels  in  such  a  development  could  be 
somewhat  lower  for  the  retail  tenants 
than  under  conventional  financing. 

There  are  three  large  retail  parcels 
with  frontage  along  a  short  length 
of  Washington  Street,  as  follows: 

-Hub  Motors,  with  up  to  29,700 

SFGLA 
-Washington/Laconia  Parcels,  with 

up  to  41,000  SFGLA 
-Rollins  Street  Site,  with  up 

to  36,000  SFGLA 


These  three  are  each  collectively  rated 
fair  in  market  feasibility  for  retail 
investment.   It  is  evident  that  all 
three  should  not  be  developed  at  once. 

The  combined  total  of  100,000  SFGLA 
is  beyond  the  market  capacity.   It 
is  also  evident  that  the  removal  of 
the  elevated  structure  in  about  five 
years  will  be  an  environmental  advan- 
tage.  This  change  will,  however,  reduce 
the  accessibility  of  this  location 
unless  some  replacement  service  is 
implemented.   Until  the  El  removal, 
investment  will  likely  be  deferred. 

These  factors  strongly  suggest  that 
in  the  interim,  the  stretch  of  retail 
frontage  along  Washington  from  Berkeley 
to  Waltham  Streets  should  be  studied  as 
an  integrated  whole.   The  retail  use, 
its  program  mix  and  magnitude ,  and 
the  parking  and  public  transportation 
arrangements  should  be  central  features 
of  the  ultimate  plan.   The  relationship 
between  the  retail  and  the  industrial 
uses  on  the  eastern  parcels  and  the 
major  concentration  of  subsidized 
housing  to  the  south  must  also  be 
carefully  considered.   Potential  office 
space  development  at  Washington/Laconia 
can  be  reviewed  in  this  context  as  well. 

The  First  National  Store  parcel  is  rated 
poor  in  market  feasibility  for  retail 
investment.   Although  this  parcel  would 
benefit  from  a  substantial  population 
base,  and  from  the  eventual  removal  of 
the  El  structure,  two  major  deficiencies 
are  noted:   there  is  limited  parking  and 
the  site  must  therefore  depend  on 
walk- in  trade.   Such  trade  will  predomin- 
ately come  from  the  nearby  neighborhoods. 
As  noted  previously,  a  full  sized  food 
store  must  be  able  to  draw  a  full  25 
percent  of  the  South  End  food  purchases; 
this  appears  unlikely  for  a  store  on 
this  site. 
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The  smaller  and  free-standing  retail 
investment  parcels  are  reviewed  below. 
It  should  be  noted  that  none  of  these 
parcels  provides  for  development  of 
sufficient  space  to  accommodate  a 
full-sized  food  store. 

The  BRA  Site  Office,  with  up  to  8,000  SF 
of  ground  floor  retail  rehabilitation, 
is  rated  good  in  market  feasibility. 
Such  an  investment  should  be  supportable. 

The  Franklin  Institute  Lot,  with 
up  to  10,000  SFGLA,  is  rated  good 
for  new  free-standing  retail  uses.   This 
type  of  development  may  not  be  as 
desirable  from  an  overall  planning 
perspective.  As  an  office  site,  this 
parcel  is  not  well  configured,  except  as 
an  expansion  of  the  institutional  use 
adjoining. 

The  Existing  Buildings  on  Massachusetts 
Ave.,  with  up  to  10,000  SF  of  ground 
floor  rehabilitation,  is  rated  moderate 
in  market  feasibility.   Although 
the  new  MBTA  Station  there  will  provide 
pedestrian  flow,  the  station  itself 
is  expected  to  have  some  retail  space 
which  would  be  competitive.   The  Ruggles 
Station  is  also  programmed  as  a  competi- 
tive major  retail  location.   As  noted  in 
the  next  section,  retail  in  these 
existing  buildings  would  detract  from 
rental  or  owner-occupied  residential 
uses  above. 

As  office  space,  potentially  mixed 
with  residential,  these  properties 
are  also  rated  moderate.   Professional 
offices  and  those  offices  which  might 
benefit  from  the  MBTA  access  could 
possibly  be  leased.   The  entire  build- 
ing area  would  probably  be  more  than 
this  localized  office  market  would 
require,  however.   Some  mix  of  office 
and  residential  occupancy  would  pro- 
bably be  most  successful.   The  rehabil- 
itation plans  could  permit  flexibility 
as  to  occupancy  while  subdividing  the 
buldings  in  the  same  manner  as  for 
strictly  residential  use. 


The  Harry-the-Greek  Block  is 
rated  moderate  in  market  feasibility 
for  retail.  Lack  of  parking  will  be 
a  greater  problem  when  the  MBTA  line 
is  removed  unless  some  replacement 
service  is  implemented.  A  potential 
walk-in  trade  from  the  Eight  Streets 
neighborhood  may  offset  this,  however. 

The  Washington  and  Rutland  Cluster 
is  rated  fair  for  ground  floor  retail 
frontage.   When  the  elevated  structure 
is  removed,  this  frontage  would  be  more 
likely  to  be  worthwhile.   It  should  be 
considered  in  relation  to  the  site's 
potential  for  townhouse  development, 
however.  The  proper  magnitude  may,  in 
fact,  be  a  single  corner  store  serving 
the  immediate  locality. 

The  Northampton  and  Washington  Cluster 
with  up  to  17,000  SFGLA,  is  rated  fair 
for  a  limited  retail/development  on  the 
Washington  Street  frontage  and,  on  the 
remainder,  a  wholesale  use  such  as 
building  materials  supply.   This  site 
could  be  integrated  with  the  EDIC 
planning  and  marketing  efforts  related 
to  the  Cross-town  Industrial  Park  and 
the  Citywide  Industrial  Development 
program  although  community  opposition  to 
this  might  arise.   For  all  other  uses, 
this  parcel  is  rated  poor  in  market 
feasibility  due  to  incompatibility  of 
surrounding  areas. 
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Residential  Development  Market  Assessment 
The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  assess 
the  market  feasibility  of  the  housing 
alternatives  associated  with  the  major 
reuse  parcels.   In  this  assessment  each 
of  the  potential  housing  reuse  alterna- 
tives is  rated  according  to  its  market 
feasibility  in  the  same  manner  that  the 
potential  commerical  and  industrial 
developments  were  rated  in  the  previous 
section.   The  rating  system — good, 
noderate,  fair,  poor — is  defined  in  the 
section  entitled  Market  Feasibility 
Factors.   These  ratings  assess  the 
Likelihood  of  unassisted  private  develop- 
nent  within  a  five  to  seven  year  time 
lorizon. 

Chis  section  is  not  intended  to  assess 
;he  feasibility  of  fully  subsidized 
lousing  developnents .  The  feasibility 
)f  such  developments  is  dependent  more 
ipon  governmental  policy  than  upon  real 
jstate  market  factors.  These  policies 
Include  those  of  the  BRA,  HUD,  and  the 
Massachusetts  Housing  Finance  Authority 

;mhfa) . 

Ct  should  be  noted  that  consideration  is 
seing  given  to  incorporating  subsidized 
:enancy  on  up  to  25%  of  the  total  units 
ieveloped  in  various  locations.   Assuming 
■Jiat  the  Section  8  program  is  used  and 
che  contract  rental  payments  are  suffi- 
cient, no  financial  effect  on  feasibility 
irould  be  experienced.   The  existence  of 
che  siibsidized  tenancy  does,  however, 
.nfluence  the  marketability  of  housing 
.n  some  cases.   The  extent  of  this 
.nfluence  varies  with  the  tenancy — elderly 
md  family — and  with  the  income  level 
md  the  ethnic  composition  of  the 
insubsidized  occupancy.   Evaluating 
•.hese  influences  is  beyond  the  scope  of 
;his  report.   The  25%  subsidy  does  not 
lirectly  enter  into  the  following 
atings. 


Two  further  caveats  should  be  noted. 
First,  the  Tent  City  site,  under  review 
for  development  of  250  units  of  new 
construction  and  58  rehab  units,  is 
evaluated  assuming  a  maximum  of  25% 
subsidy  through  Setion  8  rental  subsidy. 
Second,  the  two  infill  sites  {RE-2B)  and 
(RE-7)  have  on  them  the  masonry  founda- 
tions and  walls  left  by  the  bankruptcy 
of  Development  Corporation  of  America. 
For  purposes  of  this  market  feasibility 
analysis  it  is  assumed  that  either  HUD 
or  the  BRA  will  clear  the  sites  of  these 
existing  structues  prior  to  disposition 
to  a  developer. 

A  total  of  15  parcels  are  under  review 
for  residential  investment.   Four  of 
these  involve  substantial  investments  of 
80  or  more  xmits  of  housing.   Eleven 
other  parcels  involve  smaller  scale 
development  possibilities  ranging  from 
16  to  64  units  of  major  rehabilitation 
and/or  infill  new  construction. 

Four  projects  with  serious  market 
deficiencies  are  reviewed  first.   These 
are: 

The  First  National  Site  (24  units): 
These  units  had  been  incorporated  in  the 
Phase  II  plan  of  Viviendas  la  Victoria. 
Current  plans  now  show  18  new  housing 
units  as  part  of  Phase  II  to  be  built 
only  in  the  southwest  corner  of  the 
parcel.   This  parcel  is  rated  as  poor 
due  to  the  high  cost  of  new  construction 
and  incompatible  surrounding  uses. 

The  Harrison/East  Dedham  Site  (100 
units) :   was  tentatively  designated 
for  fully  subsidized  housing  in  1967. 
This  parcel  is  also  rated  poor  for 
residential  use  due  to  the  largely 
industrial  nature  of  the  surroxonding 
area. 

The  New  Carter  School  Site  (100  units): 
has  been  suggested  by  South  End  residents 
as  a  likely  potential  candidate  site  for 
fully  subsidized  housing.   This  parcel 
is  rated  as  poor  for  new  residential 
uses. 
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The  Northampton  and  Washington  Cluster 
(34  units):   proposed  for  new  residential 
development  has  a  serious  deficiency 
resulting  from  incompatible  surrounding 
uses.   This  problem  is  judged  likely  to 
persist  for  the  foreseeable  future. 
Therefore,  this  investment  is  rated  poor 
in  market  feasibility. 

Eleven  housing  investments,  ten  of  the 
small-to-medium  size  and  Tent  City,  are 
next  reviewed. 

Residential  Rehab  Sites 

The  BRA  Site  Office  parcel  (PB-1) 

is  rated  good  in  market  feasibility 

for  residential  investment.   Limited 

parking  may  present  problems.   This 

site  offers  a  relatively  small  investment 

of  just  16  to  22  units  maximum.   However 

the  location  is  excellent. 

Consideration  should  be  given  to  develop- 
ing a  smaller  number  of  relatively  large 
units .  This  would  reduce  the  development 
cost  and  the  relative  need  for  parking 
spaces. 

The  Existing  Buildings  on  Massachusetts 
Avenue  Cluster  is  also  rated  good  in 
market  feasibility  for  residential 
investment.   These  thirteen  existing 
buildings  will  require  'extensive 
rehabilitation,  but  woxold  be  well 
suited  for  disposition  to  owner/occupants. 
The  convenient  access  to  Symphony  Hall 
and  the  future  Orange  Line  Massachusetts 
Avenue  MBTA  Station  are  positive 
features.  Off-street  parking  is  available 
at  the  rear  of  certain  of  these  buildings, 
a  very  positive  feature  which  may 
be  problem  in  other  South  End  locations. 

Several  caveats  should  be  noted. 
Owner/occupants  would  be  more  enthusiastic 
if  proposed  and  existing  retail  use 
at  the  ground  floor  were  eliminated. 
Rentals  will  also  be  easier  to 


achieve  under  these  conditions. 
The  heavy  traffic  of  Massachusetts 
Avenue  is  a  negative  factor.   This 
favorable  ranking  depends  on  the 
assumption  that  the  remnants  of  the 
past  incomjjatible  uses  will  be 
eliminated  from  the  Columbus 
Avenue  intersection  eastward  to 
Chester  Park.  If  the  entire  cluster 
were  offered  to  a  single  developer 
for  rental  apartment  purposes,  the 
feasibility  would  be  somewhat 
greater.   It  is  also  possible 
that  a  higher  disposition  price 
could  be  achieved.   However,  the 
Authority  may  wish  to  dispose  of 
these  structures  to  owner-occupants 
in  order  to  achieve  pxoblic  policy 
purposes. 

The  MacDonald  Warehouse  site  is  rated 
only  moderate  in  market  feasibility  for 
residential  investment.   Like  many  other 
properties  along  Washington  Street, 
its  prospects  will  be  greatly  enhanced 
when  the  MBTA  elevated  structure  is 
removed  in  approximately  five  years. 
One  way  to  encourage  the  early  developmen 
of  this  parcel  would  be  to  promulgate  a 
detailed  plan  for  this  site  and  for  the 
nearby  Washington  and  Rutland  parcels 
which  recognize  the  future  change  to 
Washington  Street. 

Considered  together,  the  development  of 
these  parcels  has  the  potential  to  cause 
a  major  change  in  this  area.  Another 
alternative  would  be  to  subdivide  the 
parcel  so  that  the  warehouse  and  some 
land  for  parking  can  be  marketed 
initially,  leaving  the  rest  for  combina- 
tion with  the  Washington  and  Rutland 
parcels.   None  of  these  alternatives  can 
rank  high  in  feasibility  under  the 
current  environmental  circumstances. 

The  Harry-the-Greek  Block  is  rated  fair 
in  market  feasibility  for  residential 
investment.   It  is  probable  that  a 
minimum  cost  rehabilitation  would  be 
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achievable  in  the  near  term.   If  the 
structural  problems  of  these  buildings 
prove  to  be  severe,  the  feasibility 
would  be  only  rated  fair.   The  location 
suffers  from  the  heavy  traffic  of 
Berkeley  Street  and  the  adjoining 
elevated  tracks,  which  will,  of  course, 
eventually  be  removed. 

The  Bates  School  parcel  is  rated  fair  in 
market  feasibility  for  a  minimiim  cost 
rehabiitation  effort.   Rehabilitation 
costs  will  be  a  major  determinant  of 
feasibility.   The  parcel  suffers  from 
isolation  in  a  largely  non-residential 
area.   It  does,  however,  represent  a 
likely  candidate  for  government-assisted 
rehabilitation  program  for  artist 
residential  occupancy  or  for  institu- 
tionally assisted  development. 

New  Residential  Sites 

Tent  City  ( llA  &  llB) :   The  relatively 
intense  development  envisioned  by 
the  BRA  is  rated  moderate  in  market 
feasibility.   The  stated  BRA  program 
for  Tent  City  at  this  density  is  as 
follows : 

•  The  smaller  site  ( llA)  is  pro- 
posed for  residential  rehabili- 
tation with  or  without  some  6160 
square  feet  of  retail  or  office 
space.   The  larger  site  ( llB)  is 
proposed  for  residential  use  with  or 
without  20,000  square  feet  of  new 
ground  floor  retail. 

•  New  construction  on  the  larger 
site  (Parcel  llB)  is  programmed 
for  250  units  of  one-  and  two-bed- 
room apartments,  according  to  the 
BRA's  December  15,  1977  Environmental 
clearance  for  acquisition. 

Density  will  be  80  units  per  acre, 
and  parking  for  250  cars  will  be 
provided. 


Boston  Redevelopment  Authority.   Land 
Acquisition-Parcel  IIB.  December  15, 
1977. 


According  to  the  document,  the  area 
around  this  parcel  contains  older  row 
houses  and  considerable  subsidized 
housing,  including  a  large  South  End 
Development — Methuon  Manor.   Many  of  the 
nearby  brick  row  houses  on  Yarmouth 
Street,  Columbus  Avenue  and  Chandler 
Street  have  been  privately  rehabilitated 
in  recent  years.   Property  values  have 
increased  in  the  surrounding  area. 
New  market  rate  and  subsidized  housing 
(a  total  of  150  units)  is  included  in 
the  proposed  Copley  Square  development, 
adjacent  to  the  north  of  Parcel  llB. 
Because  of  the  intensive  character  of 
this  development,  it  is  likely  that  the 
Copley  Place  will  have  a  major  beneficial 
impact  on  the  market  feasibility  of  new 
housing  on  this  site. 

2.  The  RE-2B  parcel  on  Worcester 
Street  is  rated  moderate  in  market 
feasibility.   A  townhouse  and  duplex 
configuration  with  parking  and  yard 
space  to  the  rear  is  likely  to  be 
achievable  within  a  few  years.   Three 
major  caveats  are  noted.   First, 

it  is  unlikely  that  the  market  could 
bear  the  cost  of  removing  the  derelict 
DCA  infill  housing  foundations  which  are 
on  the  site  and  thus,  it  is  assumed  that 
the  public  sector  will  bear  the  cost. 
Second,  there  is  an  array  of  poorly 
maintained  buildings  along  Colxombus 
Avenue  near  this  site.   It  is  assumed 
that  progress  in  rehabilitation  of  these 
buildings  will  be  made  in  the  near  term. 
Third,  the  planned  improvements  to 
both  Columbus  Avenue  and  Tremont  Street 
weigh  heavily  in  the  positive  rating  of 
this  parcel  and  any  delays  in  this 
program  would  negate  this  finding. 

3.  The  Infill  Housing  site  (RE-7)  is 
rated  fair  for  new  townhouse  development. 
This  parcel  would  be  rated  higher  except 
that  the  community  is  likely  to  oppose 
this  use  in  favor  of  publicly  assisted 
open  space  development.  A  townhouse  plan 
should  not  be  adopted  unless  open  space 
is  found  to  be  impossible  to  attain. 
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4.   The  Victory  Gardens  parcel  (Quadrant 
2),  proposed  for  new  residential  develop- 
ment, is  rated  fair  in  market  feasibility 
because  the  gardens  are  well  established 
and  highly  valued  in  the  community. 
The  location  also  suffers  from  its 
frontage  on  a  high  volvmie  traffic 
street  and  from  the  location  opposite  a 
major  subsidized  housing  development. 
However  property  values  in  the  area 
are  increasing. 

5.   The  Washington  and  Rutland  par- 
cels are  rated  fair  for  new  townhouse 
development.   As  noted  previously, 
these  parcels  cannot  be  developed 
with  private  capital  until  the  elevated 
structure  is  removed.   A  combined 
study  of  these  parcels  with  the  MacDonald 
Warehouse  site  should  be  undertaken 
to  investigate  the  potential  for  a 
significant  combined  market  impact 
at  the  time  when  the  physical  environment 
of  Washington  Street  has  been  upgraded. 

6.   The  HUB  Motors  parcel  is  rated 
poor  for  new  residential  development. 
The  commercial  character  of  Washington 
Street  and  the  location  opposite  in- 
dustrial or  retail  development  sites 
make  townhouses  inappropriate.   New 
apartments  on  this  parcel  would  not 
be  able  to  compete  with  the  existing 
low  rent  levels  in  adjacent  older 
properties. 
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APPENDIX  D 

PRACTICAL  MAXIMUM  LEVELS  OF  INVEST^4ENT 
This  appendix  discusses  each  parcel 
for  which  practical  levels  of  invest- 
ment are  significantly  below  the  max- 
imum levels  previously  identified. 
The  resulting  investment  levels  are 
tabulated  for  review  in  (Table  III-2). 

Quadrant  1: 

1.   New  Carter  School  Site  (15 , 16 ) ; 
These  parcels  together  comprise  a  new 
construction  site  for  residential, 
industrial  or  retail  development.   Total 
land  area  for  the  two  parcels  is  188,806 
SF.  Of  this,  168,592  SF  are  in  the 
larger  parcel. 

For  modern  single  story  light  industrial 
use,  a  practical  maximum  would  be 
about  30  percent  site  coverage.   Thus, 
the  larger  site  would  accommodate  up 
to  56,000  SF  of  modern  single  story 
industrial  space,  with  the  smaller 
site  devoted  to  parking.   Assuming 
one  employee  per  400  SF,  such  a  develop- 
ment would  employ  140  people. 

Parking  for  a  24-hour  operation,  which 
many  companies  need,  requires  that 
two  shifts  be  accommodated  at  one 
time.  Thus,  some  280  parking  spaces 
would  be  required.   These  would  consume 
350  SF  each  or  98,000  SF  assuming  a 
highly  efficient  layout.   Service  access 
would  consume  approximately  an  additional 
50  percent  of  the  building  area,  or 
28,000  SF.   The  remaining  7,000  SF  of 
site  area  would  provide  a  minimal  amount 
of  landscaped  or  open  space. 

Parking  requirements  would  be  reduced 
by  having  only  a  single-shift  operation, 
thereby  allowing  greater  building 
coverage.   This  would  require  parking  of 
1.25  cars  per  employee  to  allow  for 
visitors  and  sales  people.   If  it 
is  assumed  that  some  percentage  of 
employees  would  walk  to  work  or  use 


public  transportation,  parking  could 
possibly  be  reduced.   Alternatively, 
if  more  jobs  are  created  in  relation  to 
the  building  area,  particularly  common 
in  assembly  operations,  more  parking 
might  well  be  required.  Whatever  the 
eventual  development  program,  the 
private  investors  will  want  to  max- 
imize flexibility  for  future  possi- 
bilities. 

Increasing  the  building  area  could 
also  be  achieved  by  multi-story  con- 
struction.  This  involves  significant 
cost  penalties  on  a  unit-cost  basis, 
however.   The  upstairs  space  should  be 
viewed  as  useful  primarily  for  office  or 
storage  space.   As  storage  space,  it  is 
likely  to  be  too  expensive.   Only  a 
small  amount  of  office  space  is  normally 
required  to  support  light  manufacturing 
operations.   This  would  not  materially 
increase  the  total  building  area. 

In  a  recent  practical  example.  Digital 
Equipment  is  building  a  58,000  square 
foot  plant  on  a  5.5  acre  site  with  24 
percent  coverage.   Expansion  is  poss- 
ible up  to  a  maximum  of  125,000  square 
feet  of  building  area,  although  some 
of  this  would  be  two  story  space. 
This  figure  is  a  maximum;  original  plans 
called  for  85,000  square  feet  on  this 
site.   Parking  for  the  initial  phase 
is  225  spaces  for  a  single  shift  oper- 
ation. 

The  maximimi  practical  industrial  in- 
vestment on  this  site  is  therefore 
judged  to  be  $1.1  million  in  con- 
struction costs  above  land,  assuming 
$20  per  SF  for  a  56,000  industrial 
building.   An  additional  substantial 
investment  in  equipment  would  also 
be  required,  the  amount  of  which  is 
dependent  on  the  particular  industry 
involved. 
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As  a  retail  site,  this  parcel  must 
be  viewed  in  terms  of  its  two  components. 
The  larger  parcel  (#16)  may  accommodate 
up  to  35  percent  coverage  in  single-story 
retail  space.   This  would  translate 
into  59,000  SF  of  gross  leasable  retail 
area  (SFGLA),  a  sxibstantial  neighborhood 
shopping  center.   Parking  at  a  ratio 
of  4.5  per  1,0  00  SFGLA  would  total 
265  cars  or  93,000  SF  of  land  area. 
The  remainder  of  the  site  would  be 
necessary  for  pedestrian  circulation, 
deliveries,  and  landscaping. 

A  center  of  this  size  might  consist  of  a 
full-sized  grocery  store,  a  hardware  and 
do-it-yourself  store,  a  drugstore 
and  various  convenience  stores.   The 
total  investment  would  be  approximately 
$40  per  SFGLA,  with  about  50  percent  for 
the  building  shell  and  the  balance  for 
tenant  finishes.   Thus  the  investment 
required  would  be  on  the  order  of  $2.4 
million  above  land  costs. 

The  smaller  parcel  could  accommodate 
a  free-standing  store  or  fast-food 
operation  of  up  to  6,000  SF  with  its 
parking.   Such  a  development  would 
require  an  investment  of  perhaps 
$0.3  million  above  land  costs. 

2.   Existing  Building  on  Mass.  Avenue 
(cluster) :   This  cluster  of  thirteen 
buildings  contains  approximately  13,000 
SF  of  ground  floor  space  suitable  for 
retail  use,  with  either  office  or 
apartment  units  above.   As  a  result 
of  the  need  for  separate  access  to  the 
non-retail  upper  floors  in  each  building, 
it  is  probable  that  the  retail  gross 
leasable  area  would  not  exceed  10,000 
square  feet.   Aside  from  the  cost  of  the 
building  shells,  the  investment  in 
rehabilitation,  perhaps  $30  per  SF, 
combined  with  tenant  finishes,  perhaps 
$20  per  SF,  would  therefore  approximate 
$0.5  million  attributable  to  the  retail 
space. 


Quadrant  2 : 

1.   Franklin  Institute  Lot  (Parcel  7); 
As  an  alternative  to  using  this  parcel 
for  expansion  of  the  Franklin  Institute, 
possible  retail  use  or  retail  with 
offices  above  are  being  considered. 
Up  to  62,000  square  feet  of  space 
could  be  developed. 

The  parcel  comprises  31,040  square 
feet  however  it  is  irregular  in  shape. 
Assuming  that  an  efficient  site  plan 
could  be  devised,  it  might  accommo- 
date a  practical  maximum  of  10,000 
square  feet  of  retail  space  in  a 
single  story  building  with  parking. 
This  represents  a  small  group  of 
stores  or,  more  likely,  perhaps  two 
free-standing  stores,  restaurants,  or 
automotive-related  uses.   Total  investment 
would  be  on  the  order  of  $0.4  million. 

The  very  small  amount  of  office  space 
possible  with  a  second  story  would  not 
be  large  enough  to  be  practical  unless  a 
retail  user  desired  office  space  on-site. 
A  total  of  10,000  SF  of  office  would  be 
possible,  with  an  investment  of  $30  per 
SF  attributable  to  the  office  use,  or 
$0.3  million. 

Quadrant  3: 

1 .   Washington/Laconia  Street  Parcels; 
These  parcels  constitute  a  partially 
completed  assemblage,  with  a  number  of 
existing  buildings  and  businesses. 
The  site  is  being  reviewed  for  assem- 
blage and  new  investment  in  retail , 
office,  or  industrial  space.  Alterna- 
tively, the  site  is  being  considered  for 
non-assemblage. 

New  total  land  area  of  the  parcels 
if  assembled  is  117,730  SF.   For 
retail  use,  as  noted  previously, 
a  35  percent  coverage  factor  would 
yield  some  41,000  square  feet  of 
space,  a  neighborhood  scale  retail 
center.   The  investment  required  for 
this  would  be  $1.6  million. 
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For  industrial  use,  a  30  percent 
coverage  factor  would  yield  a  35,000 
square  foot  modern  industrial  build- 
ing.  The  needed  investment  would 
be  $0.7  million,  exclusive  of  equipment. 

For  office  use,  a  typical  siiburban 
three-story  configuration  would  yield 
approximately  75,000  square  feet  of 
leasable  office  space,  assuming  75 
percent  of  the  site  is  used  for  parking. 
The  needed  investment  would  total  some 
$2.6  million. 

2.  Rollins  Street  Site  (32c): 

This  site  is  also  a  partially  completed 
assemblage  with  existing  occupied 
residential  buildings.   This  parcel  is 
reviewed  assuming  it  could  be  assembled 
for  new  retail  or  industrial  investment. 
The  maximum  land  area  would  total 
102,564  SF,  if  assembled.   For  retail 
use,  the  35  percent  coverage  factor 
would  yield  about  36,000  SFGLA  with  an 
investment  of  $1.4  million.   For 
industrial  use,  the  30  percent  coverage 
factor  would  yield  about  30,000  SF 
of  single-story  industrial  space 
with  an  investment  of  $0.6  million 
required. 

3.  Harrison/East  Dedham: 

This  site  is  predominantly  vacant  and 
totals  104,072  square  feet  of  land, 
■including  portions  of  several  street 
■rights-of-way.   As  an  alternative  to  new 
subsidized  housing,  this  parcel  is 
reviewed  for  new  industrial  investment. 
Assuming  the  rights-of-way  are  fully 
available,  the  30  percent  coverage 
ifactor  would  yield  a  31,000  square  foot 
single-story  industrial  building.   The 
required  investment  would  be  $0.6 
million,  exclusive  of  land  and  equipment. 

4.  Hub  Motors  Site: 

This  parcel  of  67,619  square  feet  is 
reviewed  for  new  retail  investment  as  an 
alternative  to  new  residential  investment 


(60  units)  or  non-acquisition.   As  a 

single  level  retail  (or  automotive) 

site,  this  parcel  would  accommodate  some 

23,000  square  feet.   Investment  required 

would  be  $0.9  million.   It  should 

be  noted  that  the  existing  building  on 

the  site  contains  29,687  square  feet 

which  is  assessed  for  retail  rehabilitation. 

Quadrant  4 : 

1.  Rutland  and  Washington  (cluster) ; 
These  parcels  are  reviewed  for  retail 
investment  as  an  alternative  to  or  in 
combination  with  residential  investments. 
As  a  retail  site,  the  largest  parcel 
(RC-9)  comprises  49,232  SF.   Assxaming  35 
percent  coverage,  this  would  accommodate 
neighborhood  retail  stores  totalling 
17,000  SFGLA.   Investment  required  would 
total  $0.7  million  above  land  costs. 

2.  Northampton  and  Washington  (cluster) : 
As  an  alternative  to  or  combination  with 
residential  uses,  these  sites  are 
reviewed  for  retail  investment.   The 
largest  parcel,  R-12A,  comprises  22,429 
SF.  This  would  accommodate  about  8,000 
sqaure  feet  of  stores  with  surface 
parking.   The  two  smaller  parcels  would 
yield  an  additional  8,000  square  feet. 
Total  investment  for  all  parcels  would 

be  a  maximum  of  16,000  SFGLA  or  $0.6 
million. 
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APPENDIX  E 

KEY  TO  PLANNING  AND  DESIGN  REQUIREMENTS  FROM  ORIGINAIi  RENEWAL  PLAN 

A.  Whenever  possible,  a  high  percentage  of  the  dwelling  units  on  each  site 
shall  be  for  families  of  more  than  one  individual.   Private  access  and 
outdoor  space  (ground  or  balconies)  shall  be  provided  for  as  many  units 
as  possible. 

B.  Development  shall  be  consistent  and  compatible  with  surrounding  develop- 
ment respecting  material,  form  and  scale,  subject  to  Authority  approval. 

C.  Not  less  than  one  percent  of  construction  costs  shall  be  utilized  to 
provide  street  furniture,  sculpture,  pools  or  other  physical  amenities 
to  enhance  the  development.   Notwithstanding  this  provision,  landscaping 
is  required,  in  addition,  as  stated  in  Chapter  VI,  Section  603: 
General  Requirements  and  Definitions. 

D.  Design  relationship  of  ground  floor  uses  to  upper  floor  uses,  including 
separation  of  entrances,  shall  be  s\ibject  to  Authoity  approval. 

E.  Subject  to  the  rehabilitation  provisions  of  Chapter  VIII  of  the  Urban 
Renewal  Plan. 

F.  Recreation  and  landscaped  sitting  areas  for  occupants  shall  be  provided. 

G.  A  landscaped  pedestrian  easement  in  an  arcade  shall  be  provided  on  the 
existing  public  right-of-way  of  Cabot  Street.   The  development  shall  be 
related  to  the  proposed  new  Frederick  Douglass  Square  Plaza,  (Parcel  P-11) 

H.   Landscaped  pedestrian  easements  shall  be  provided  coinciding  with  the 

set-back  requirements  on  Shawmut  Avenues  and  the  new  Northampton-Camden 
Street  connection. 

I.   Underground  parking  in  excess  of  requirements  of  the  site  may  be 
provided  to  serve  the  surrounding  community. 

J.   A  landscaped  pedestrian  easement  shall  be  provided  coinciding  with  the 
set-back  requirements  on  Shawmut  Avenue. 

K.   A  landscaped  pedestrian  easement  shall  be  provided  coinciding  with 
set-back  requirements  on  Tremont  Street. 

L.   Landscaped  pedestrian  easements  shall  be  provided  coinciding  with  the 
set-back  requirements  on  Massachusetts  Avenue  and  Washington  Street. 

M.   Bus  shelters,  newsstands,  phone  booths,  street  furniture,  etc.  may  be 
provided  where  appropriate  subject  to  Authority  approval. 

N.   Easement  for  service  and  emergency  vehicles  shall  be  provided  when 
necessary  subject  to  approval  by  the  Authority. 

O.   A  landscaped  pedestrian  easement  shall  be  provided  to  a  depth  of  20 
feet  from  parcel  line  along  Massachusetts  Avenue  coinciding  with  the 
set-back  requirement. 
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p.   A  landscaped  pedestrian  easement  shall  be  provided  coinciding  with  the 
set-back  requirements  on  West  Newton  Street  and  Tremont  Street. 

Q.   A  landscaped  pedestrian  easement  shall  be  provided  coinciding  with  the 
set-back  requirements  along  West  Dedham  Street. 

R.   A  landscaped  pedestrian  easement  shall  be  provided  coinciding  with 
set-back  requirements  on  Ball  Street. 

S.   A  landscaped  pedestrian  easement  shall  be  provided  to  a  depth  of  10 
feet  from  the  parcel  line  along  Washington  Street  coinciding  with  the 
set-back  requirements. 

T.   A  landscaped  pedestrian  easement  shall  be  provided  to  a  depth  of  10 
feet  along  Harrison  Avenue  coinciding  with  the  set-back  requirements. 

U.   Elderly  tower  shall  be  set  back  a  minimum  of  180  feet  from  the  property 
line  of  the  Union  Methodist  Church. 

V.   Maximum  height  of  120  is  allowed  to  depth  of  100  fet  from  Tremont  Street. 

W.   Paving  shall  be  provided  subject  to  Authority  approval. 

X.   A  landscaped  pedestrian  easement  shall  be  provided  to  a  depth  of  10 

feet  from  parcel  line  along  Camden  Street  coinciding  with  the  set-back 
requirements . 

Y.   A  landscaped  pedestrian  easement  shall  be  provided  north  from  the 
southern  boundary  of  the  existing  Camden  Street  right-of-way. 

BB.  A  landscaped  pedestrian  easement  shall  be  provided  to  a  depth  of  10 
feet  coinciding  with  the  required  set-back  along  Dartmouth  Street. 

CC.  A  minimum  of  50  units  of  public  housing  for  the  elderly  shall  be  provided 
for  one  this  site. 

DD.  The  structures  shall  be  designed  so  as  to  connect  visually  the  facades 
of  abutting  structures. 

EE.  A  landscpaed  pedestrian  easement  shall  be  provided  in  an  area  bounded 
by  Warren  Avenue,  Berkeley  Street,  Tremont  Street  and  the  50  foot 
set-back  line  from  Berkeley  Street. 

FF.  Landscaped  pedestrian  easements  shall  be  provided  to  a  depth  of  20  feet 
from  East  Lenox  Street  coinciding  with  the  set-back  requirements. 

GG.  Appropriate  recreation  equipment  will  be  provided  subject  to  Authority 
approval. 
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DMiVlEWTS  AND  RESPONSES  TO  DRAFT  E.I.S. 

PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS 

SOUTH  END  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSf^NT 

Mackey  School  26  April  197'3     (7:30  -  10:00  pm) 

The  following  is  a  list  of  all  those  who  spoke  at  the  public  hearing  on  AprU 
26  and  a  summary  of  the  topics  addressed  by  each  individual.   A  full 
transcript  is  available  for  review  at  the  3PA  offices. 

I.  Opening  Statement  (Richie  Hall) 

ri.  Overall  Assessment  Findings  (Karen  Alschular) 

ril.  Review  of  preferred  alternatives  (Richie  Hall) 

rv.  Questions  on  Procedure 

7.  Public  Comments 

1)  Catherine  Robinson  (Cosmopolitan  Neighborhood  Association) 

Concerned  about  Dartmouth  Street  houses  on  Tent  City  site;  they 
need  attention/renovation.   Appeal  to  BRA  to  keeo  them.  ^On 
Tent  City  site,  want  moderate-income  housing  with  architectural 
patterns  that  will  harmonize  with  neighborhood. 

2)  Kip  Tiernan  (Warwick  House,  St.  Phillips  Parish,  Community  Land 
Trust) 

Low  and  moderate  income  residents  are  determined  to  remain  in 
their  neighborhoods  and  to  play  a  strong  role  in  determining 
the  character  of  those  areas.   Too  many  people  have  alr-ady 
been  removed.   Red  lining,  real  estate  agents  and  zoning 
changes  have  favored  a  new  privileged  class.   Have  not  seen  or 
heard  the  last  of  the  poor  people  of  the  South  End. 

3)  John  Perry  (South  End  Garden  Project) 

Garden  Project  severely  impacted  by  proposed  development  on  ex- 
isting garden  sites.   Wants  to  work  with  BRA  to  find  permanent 
sites  for  gardens,  especially  those  too  small  for  develocraent; 
encourage  mixed-use  development  en  some  parcels,  e.g.,  Washing- 
ton/Rutland and  Harrison/East  Dedham  sites.   Group  has  CDBG 
funds  now  and  hope  for  future.   Request  that  SEGP  be  included 
as  community  group  in  final  EIS  listing. 

4)  Clark  Frazier 

Reminder  of  lawsuit  outstanding  against  BRA  re:   vacant  build- 
ings. 

3PA  should  have  very  firm  timetable  for  disposing  of  d<-terior- 
ating  BRA  buildings.   Need  an  overall  plan  for  Washington 
Street  corridor.   Need  to  designate  transit  ROW  on  oarcels 
along  Washington  St,  (e.g..  Hub  Motors). 

Cannot  assume  that  Columbus/Tremont  will  be  done,  since  FHWA 
wants  highway  standards;  these  conflict  with  HUD  guidelines, 
Section  106  Historic  Guidelines,  pedestrian  environment. 
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5)  Arthur  Howe  {Ellis  Neighborhood  Association) 

Encouraged  continuing  construction  of  waterline,  street  and 
sidewalk  improvements. 

Concerned  that  enough  people  will  not  have  a  chance  to  read  the 
DEIS;  should  push  for  extension  of  time. 

6)  Father  William  Leonard  (Lower  Roxbury  Coalition  for  Community  Land 
Trust) 

Described  efforts  at  recognition  and  cooperation  made  by  Land 
Trust,  such  as  formal  requests  for  technical  assistance  and 
participation  in  closeout  proceedings.   Formally  requested  re- 
cognition of  Trust  as  a  community  group;  petitions  presented  at 
two  other  closeout  meetings.   Petition  presumes  that  there  is 
public  agency  involvement  in  the  Land  Trust,  with  BRA,  state 
and  city  as  trustees,  plus  six  community  people  as  trustees. 
Community  has  established  a  priority  for  housing  and  local 
business. 

7)  Julie  Luty  (Pilot  Block  Neighborhood  Association) 

Requested  priority  for  Columbus/Tremont  reconstruction.   In- 
quired whether  Pembroke  Street  water  line  improvements  are  part 
of  sewer  separation.   Also,  part  of  Pilot  Block  Neighborhood 
left  off  map;  West  Canton  between  Warren  Ave.  and  Columbus. 

8)  Gretchen  Jackson 

Had  problem  with  meaning  of  "closeout";  thought  it  means  com- 
munity participation.   Wants  housing  and  local  business  in 
Lower  Roxbury,  ncn  supermarkets,  industry,  or  parking  lots. 
Want  to  build  and  rebuild  a  viable  community.   Want  uprooted  to 
come  home . 

9)  Elizabeth  Seifel  (MIT  planning  student) 

The  word  subsidy  has  taken  on  strange  meaning  in  South  End; 
identified  with  poor,  crime,  problems.   Trying  to  understand 
housing  situation,  lack  of  housing  for  poor,  especially  famil- 
ies.  Poor  can't  live  in  the  private  market  here  anymore.   Need 
support  to  allow  South  End  residents  to  stay. 

10)  Bob  Richards  (Tent  City  Task  Force  and  resident  of  site) 

Concerned  with  housing  development  on  Tent  City  site  that  will 
be  affordable  to  South  End  residents,  and  at  a  scale  sensitive 
to  surroundings.   EIS  does  not  treat  Tent  City  site  and  other 
large  sites  as  opportunities  to  complete  housing  goals  of  Urban 
Renewal  Plan;  says  more  about  what  cannot  be  done.   EIS  states 
Plan  goals  for  low  income  housing  have  been  met.   EIS  ends  up 
attacking  subsidized  housing,  even  though  Plan  goals  have  not 
been  met.   EIS  fails  to  deal  with  Tent  City  site  as  resource  to 
fulfill  Plan  goals;  fails  to  document  Tent  City  guidelines  for 
development,  including  25%  low  income,  50%  moderate,  25%  mar- 
ket.  EIS  does  not  establish  goals  for  site.   Need  commitment 
from  BRA  to  put  programs  together.   Existing  housing  on  site 
(Parcel  IIB)  should  not  be  demolished.   Task  Force  has  plan  to 
save  them.   BRA  should  re-draft  EIS. 
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11)  Wm.  Tarnowski  (Rutland  Square  resident) 

Naive  to  expect  government  to  fulfill  promises.  Obscene  taxes 
and  other  costs  have  made  the  poor  a  luxury  that  cities  cannot 
afford — must  be  shared  with  suburbs. 

12)  Jorge  Hernandez  {SEPAC/I3A) 

Problems  with  count  of  assisted  housing  in  SIS  -  much  more 
needed.   Concerned  about  estimates  for  177,000  sq.  ft.  of  com- 
mercial and  its  impact  on  existing  businesses.   IBA  has  not 
dropped  their  plans  for  the  Finast  site.   No  comprehensive  com- 
mercial development  plan  in  EIS;  should  stress  commercial  re- 
habilitation for  existing  business.   Should  meet  with  business- 
men.  Community  control  aspect  should  be  stronger  in  DEIS  also. 

13)  Jim  Cooper  (Claremont  Neighborhood  Association) 

Question  about  construction  cost  estimate  on  Carter  school; 
Parcels  15  and  16;  housing  estimate  much  lower  than  commercial 
(page  104) .   1,000  square  feet  for  housing  unit  is  not  adequate 
for  a  family;  thus  it's  an  unrealistic  number  to  use  throughout 
the  assessment.   Total  unit  count  should  be  smaller.   Tax  esti- 
mate per  unit  ($1,000)  too  high. 

14)  Mary  Manuel  (Methunion) 

EIS  didn't  include  the  Tuckerman  Tenant  Council.   How  will  EIS 
be  revised  to  reflect  community  concerns?  Want  to  know  what 
BRA  finally  submits  to  HUD  and  to  City  Council. 

15)  Nat  Ha i ley 

Questioned  community  participation  element.   Want  to  be  working 
partners  in  the  development  process  not  just  consulted  on  land 
uses.   That  is  the  goal  of  Lower  Roxbury  Community  Land  Trust. 

16)  Diana  Kelly  (Tenants  Development  Corporation) 

Concerned  with  retention  of  South  End  buildings  for  housing 
that  everybody  can  afford  and  enjoy.   Should  not  leave  it  up  to 
developers  to  decide  on  preferred  plan  for  Tent  City.   Tenants 
Development  Corporation  did  not  get  copy  of  SIS. 

17)  Jane  Bowers 

Role  of  SEPAC  not  discussed  in  EIS.   SEPAC  has  become  pro-ten- 
ant and  pro-people,  and  as  a  result,  defunded.   BRA  has  not 
distributed  meeting  notices  in  Spanish  or  Chinese. 

13)   Michael  Kane  (SEPAC) 

Review  period  is  inadequate.   No  legal  requirement  for  commun- 
ity review  but  letter  on  meeting  refers  to  statutes.   SEPAC  is 
disregarded.   BRA  should  respond  to  Real  Paper  article  in  the 
FEIS.   DEIS  says  hardly  anything  about  past  relocation;  the 
real  environmental  issue  is  people,  poor  minority  people. 

Report  says  market  rate  is  possible  with  tax  breaks  and  MHFA 
financing;  so  who  are  the  subsidies  for?   DEIS  should  evaluate 
increasing  segregation  by  race  and  income  in  residential  rehab 
areas.   Need  plan  to  mitigate  the  displacement  of  8-15,000  peo- 
ple by  BRA  and  private  market  actions. 
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Recommended  Mitigation  Measures: 

a)  goals  for  new  housing,  rehab,  be  met. 

b)  guarantee  that  displacees  be  allowed  to  remain  in  the  South 
End. 

c)  land  banking  for  new  housing. 

d)  prioritize  remaining  public  improvements. 

e)  implement  SEP AC  housing  report. 

f)  include  Lower  Roxbury  Coalition  for  a  Community  Land  Trust 
in  EIS  as  vehicle  for  disposing  of  land  and  buildings. 

19)   Barry  Brodsky 

Requested  another  hearing  for  people  to  continue  to  express 
their  views. 


946A 
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List,  of  Written  Comments  Received 


Federal  Agencies 

1 .  Department  of  Transportation 
(FHWA) 

2 .  Environmental  Protection  Agency 


State  Agencies 
1.   MBTA 


Massachusetts  Historical  Comm. 


Comments/Issues 


No  comment . 


Air  quality  impacts  ( inadequate ) - 
existing  data,  traffic  and 
demolition  impacts ,  consistency 
V7ith  SIP,  Vivendas  Il/Copley  Placs 


Relationship  to  Orange  Line 
relocation;  replacement  service 
and  other  transportation 
improvements . 

Closeout  will  have  effect  on 
S.E.N.R.  district;  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  suggested. 


Organizations,  Citizen  Groups,  and  Individuals 
1.   Sierra  Club  (N.E.  Chapter) 


2 .   SEPAC 


3.   United  South  End  Settlements 


4.  Tent  City  Task  Force 

5.  Ellis  Neighborhood  Association 
(Charles  R.  Levin) 

5 .   Arthur  Howe  ( Committee  on 
Parcel  11,  Ellis  N.A.) 

7 .  Joan  Tighe 

8.  Samuel  Shapiro/Margaret  Marshall 


Economic  analysis,  displacement, 
development  policy,  physical 
environmental  analysis. 

Citizen  participation,  alterna- 
tives, housing  goals,  displace- 
ment and  segregation. 

Impact  of  adjacent  projects, 
displacement,  housing  policy, 
public  improvements,  affirmative 
action,  closeout,  inadequacies  of 
EIS. 

EIS  methodology,  housing  issues 
and  goals.  Tent  City  site. 

Tent  City  site  (100%  market  rate) 


Tent  City  site  (100%  market  rate) 
no  further  BRA  acquisition) 

Tent  City  site  (mixed  income 
development) 
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9.   Marilyn  Newman 

10.  Fernando  J.  Domenech,  Jr. 

11 .  Barbara  Aiello 

12.  Kathleen  McKenna 

13.  James  W.  Crawford 
(Old  South  Church) 

14.  Marcia  G.  Chaffee 

15.  Kenneth  D.  Campbell 

(with  Charles  Levin  Response) 

16.  Rev.  Thomas  B.  Kennedy 
(Trinity  Church) 

17.  Susan  Travis  Ruff in  Smith 

18.  Robert  Willat 

19.  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Ben  E.  Watkins 

20.  Jill  Charvat 

21.  Patricia  B.  Corcoran 

22.  Virginia  Jacobs 

23.  Pilot  Block  Neighborhood  Assoc. 
(Julie  Luty) 

24.  Committee  to  Preserve  Pembroke 
St.  (Julie  Luty) 

25.  Ellis  Neighborhood  Association 
(Susan  B.  Stine) 

26.  SSCOT  (Ann  Hershfang) 


27.  South  End  Garden  Project 
(Jon  Perry) 

28.  South  End  Historical  Society 
(Jean  A.  Degnon) 

29.  Thomas  P.  Degnon 
(Worcester  St.  Neigh.  Assoc.) 

30.  Donald  G.  Kerr 

(W.  Concord  St.  Homeowners  Assoc.) 


Tent  City  site  (mixed  income 
development ) 


Project  improvements,  parcel 
development,  infill. 

Pembroke  Street  reconstruction 


Project  improvements 


Transportation  projects  and 
goals,  housing  policy. 

Community  gardens  preservation 


Vivendas  II  demolition  and 
impacts  (form  letter) 
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31.  Joseph  E.  McCallion 
(Worcester  Sq.  Assoc.) 

32.  Guilliaem  Aertsen 

33.  Allen  M.  Commeau 

(Four  Squares  Neighborhood  Assoc.) 

34.  Herbert  G.  Zeller 

(South  End  Historical  Society) 

35.  Peter  D.  Pockel 

36.  George  Hand/Evelyn  Easa  et.al. 


Vivendas  II  demolition  and 
impacts  (form  letter) 


37.  Lower  Roxbury  Coalition  for  a 
Community  Land  Trust 

38.  Claremont  Neighborhood  Assoc. 


39.   ^4ichael  B.  Folsom 


40. 


Elizabeth  M.  Seifel 


41.  South  End/Lower  Roxbury 
Organizations  (several) 

42.  Ruth  Anthony 

43.  Rudy  Mitchell 

44.  Madeline  Streeter 

45.  Rev.  Carl  Stock 

46.  Thomas  L.  Bierbaum 
(Volunteers  of  America  - 
Hello  House) 

47.  Mary  Carlson/Felton  Earls 

48.  Eileen  Bugandi 

49.  Karen  Pressman 


50.   The  Salvation  Army 

(Bastian  Vanderzalm) 


Recognition  of  Land  Trust 


Public  housing,  development 
parcel  proposals 

Public  improvements,  infill, 
housing  policy,  parcel 
development 

Housing  goals  and  policies, 
displacement 

Housing  policy  and  goals 


Housing  policy 

Housing  policy,  displacement. 
Cathedral  project 

Housing  policy 

Housing  policy 

Housing  policy 


Housing  policy,  Tent  City 

Housing  policy 

Citizen  participation,  displace- 
ment, housing  policies  and 
goals,  segregation,  parcel 
development 

Displacement,  housing  policy 
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51.  Anne  Wheelock 

52.  Gladys  A.  Guson 

53.  Sandra  Kay  Gibbs 

54.  Ann  Hershfang 

55.  Tristram  Blake 

56.  Marcia  Wily 

57.  Judy  Hall 

58.  C.  Sara  Mitchell 

59.  Peter  Bratt 


60.   Georgia  Carter 

(Roxse  Tenants  Council) 


61 .  Jovita  Fontanez 

62.  Douglas  Hall 

63.  Dorothy  Guild 

64.  Henry  A.  Wood 

65.  Dr.  R.A.  Home 

66.  Mendel  Miller 
57.  Benjamin  Siegel 

68 .  Theodore  Landsmark 


69.   Paul  Maggi,  Eugene  Gilfillian, 
Arabella  Lyon,  Robin  JLaFoley 


Tent  City  site,  displacement, 
housing  policy 

Impacts  of  adjacent  developments, 
displacement,  citizens  partici- 
pation 

Parcel  development,  public  improve- 
ments, achievement  of  renewal  goals, 
community  gardens ,  commercial 
development,  Tent  City  site 

Achievement  of  renewal  goals,  in- 
adeqijacy  of  EIS  and  public  process, 
parcel  development 

Community  participation,  achieve- 
ment of  renewal  goals 

Housing  policy 

Citizen  participation,  displace- 
ment, renewal  goals,  housing 
policy 

Housing  goals 

Displacement,  housing  policy, 
renewal  goals 

Citizen  participation,  displace- 
ment, segregation,  renewal 
goals,  housing  policy 

Housing  policy 

Community  participation 

Commionity  participation,  dis- 
placement, segregation  and 
racism 

Community  participation 

Segregation 

Acquisition  of  his  buildings 

Tent  City  site  (mixed  income 
development ) 

Transportation  and  joint  develop- 
ment, comprehensibility  of  EIS 

Carter  School  site,  opposed  to 
subsidized  housing  on  Mass.  Ave. 


>53 


^-   Comments  of  state  and  Federal  Agencies  and  Responses 
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U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FECERAL   HIGHWAY    ADMINISTRATION 

REGION    ONE 

100  Summer  Street,  Suite  1517 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02110 


Subj:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Financial  Settlement,  South  End  Urban 
Renewal  Project 


aePLY     REFER     TC: 


HEY-iMA 


Hay  15,   1379 


Mr.  Albert  Horn 
Federal  Compliance  Manager 
Office  of  Federal  Relations 
Boston  City  Hall,  Room  957 
One  City  Hall  Square 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

Dear  Mr.  Horn: 

We  have  reviev/ed  the  subject  dccum.ent  transmitted  with  your 
of  March  28,  1979  and  have  no  comments. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  commem;  on  this  document. 

Sincerely  yours, 

/   / 

M;  J.  Van  Ness 
Division  Administrator 


letter 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
REGION  I  j 

J.F.  KENNEDY  FKOERAL  BUILDING,  BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS  02203 

I 


May   23,    1979 

Mr.  William  Hernandez,  Jr. 

Director 

HOD  Area  Office 

BTillfinch  Building 

15  New  Char don  Street 

Boston,  MA 

Dear  Mr.  Hernandez: 

We  have  completed  oiar  review  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  for  the  Financial  Settlement  of  che  South  End  Urban  Renewal 
Project,  Boston,  Massachusetts. 

Our  comments,  which  are  presented  below,  primarily  focus  on  the  project's 
potential  impacts  on  air  quality  in  the  South  End  as  well  as  those 
areas  of  the  EIS  which  we  believe  to  be  inadequate. 

1.  The  EIS's  assessment  of  background  air  quality  in  the  South  End 
is  based  wholly  on  recorded  data  from  the  Kenmore  Square  monitoring 
station.   These  data  shoxild  not  be  presented  as  reflecting  actual  carbon 
monoxide  (CO)  concentrations  in  the  South  End,  since  CO  is  a  highly 
localized  pollutant.   While  Kenmore  Squeire  data  may  be  conservative, 
and  as  such,  appropriate  for  impact  assessment,  the  rationale  for  its 
use  in  the  EIS  has  not  been  provided.   Such  rationale  should  be  based 

on  coordination  with  the  air  pollution  officials  at  the  Massachusetts 
Department  of  Environmental  Quality  Engineering  (DEQE).   If  coordination 
with  the  DEQE  has  not  taken  place,  we  request  that  HUD  and  the  BRA 
contact  the  EPA,  Region  I,  Air  Branch  and  the  t'!ass.  DEQE  so  that  it  can 
be  determined  whether  Kenmore  Square  dara  is  appropriate,  and  if  it  is 
not,  develop  a  suitable  on-site  monitoring  program. 

2.  The  EIS  (page  201)  states  that  the  project  will  result  in  the 
generation  of  up  to  5,675  new  trips  per  day,  and  parking  requirements 
of  up  to  811  spaces.   However,  the  EIS  concludes  (pages  58  and  205) 
that  excessive  levels  of  carbon  monoxide  will  be  brought  within  federal 
standards  by  1985  with  the  implementation  of  the  Federal  Exhaust  and 
Emission  Control  Standards  (i.e.,  through  railpipe  emission  controls, 
and  inspection  and  maintenance).   This  conclusion  is  not  supported  by 
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quantitative  analysis.   We  request  that  the  Final  EIS  provide  evidence, 
based  on  air  quality  modeling,  which  supports  the  conclusion.   As 
discussed  above  in  paragraph  one,  the  question  of  .the  suitability  ot 
Kenmore  Square  data  as  background  for  the  South  End  is  a  key  one  in 
determining  what  factors  are  to  be  used  in  the  model. 

3.  Coordination  should  be  made  amung  local,  regional,  and  state 
transportation  planning  agencies  to  imjprove  the  future  transportation 
program,  and,  thereby,  the  ensure  a  reduction  in  the  ambient  CO 
concentrations  in  the  South  End.   The  Final  EIS  should  also  include 
evidence  of  consultation  with  the  Mass.  DEQE  concerning  the  project's 
consistency  with  the  Mc-ssachusetts  Sta1:e  Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  f^r 
achieving  the  National  Ambient:  Air  Quality  Standard. 

4.  Although  demolition  appears  to  be  a  significant  part  of  the 
South  End  Urban  Renewal  Project,  its  impacts  are  not  einalyzed  in  any 
detail.   We  request  that  the  Final  EIS  discuss  the  quantity  of  demol^ticn 
material  to  be  generated,  the  types  of  material,  the  locations  of 
disposal  sites,  and  the  impacts  of  transporting  the  material  to  disposal 
sites. 

5.  We  are  concerned  that  two  major  projects  associated  with  the 
South  End  Urban  Renewal  Project  are  not  assessed  in  the  EIS.   These 
are:   Viviendas  La  Victoria  II,  a  207  unit  housing  project,  and  the 
Copley  Place  development,  a  major  mixed  use  project.   While  it  is  not 
stated  whether  the  latter  development  is  a  direct  part  of  the  South  End 
Urban  Renewal  Project,  Victoria  II  clearly  is.   On  page  82,  the  EIS 
describes  both  of  these  projects  as  "major"  developments,  and  yet  gives 
no  rationale  for  excluding  them  from  the  EIS  process. 

We  request  that  the  Final  SIS  include  an  analysis  of  the  impacts 
associated  with  these  two  projects,  or  describe  the  mechanism  by  which 
assessments  of  the  impacts  will  be  done  and  made  available  for  review 
and  comment. 

For  the  reasons  discussed  above,  we  have  rated  this  project  and  EIS 
ER-2  in  accordance  with  our  national  rating  system  ( see  enclosed 
explanation) . 
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Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  or  Elizabeth  Higgins  of  my  staff 
(223-4635),  if  you  wish  to  discuss  ou-C  comments.   We  would  appreciate 
receiving  three  copies  of  the  Final  EIS  when  it  becomes  available. 

Sincerely, 


i^^  £^  s^i^^^ 


Wallace  E.  Stickney,  P.E. 

Director,  Environmental  S  Economic  Impact  Office 

Enclosure 

cc:   Albert  Horn 

City  of  Boston 

Office  of  Federal  Compliance 
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EXPLANATION  0-  EPA  RATIfJG 

Environmental  Impact  of  the  Action 

LO  —  Lack  of  Objections 

EPA  has  no  objections  to  the  proposed  action  as  described  in  the  draft  environ- 
mental impact  statement;  or  suggests  only  minor  changes  in  the  proposed  action. 

ER  —  Environmental  Reservations 

EPA  has  reser/ations  concerning  the  environmental  effects  of  certain  aspects  of 
the  proposed  action.  EPA  believes  that  further  study  of  suggested  alternatives 
or  modifications  is  required  and  has  asked  the  originating  federal  agency  to 
reassess  thest;  aspects. 

"EU  —  Environmentally  Unsatisfactory 

EPA  believes  that  the  proposed  action  is  unsatisfactory  because  of  its  poten- 
tially hannful  effect  on  the  environment.  Furthermore,  the  Agency  believes  that 
thepotential  :iafeguards  which  might  be  utilized  may  not  adequately  protect  the 
environment  from  hazards  arising  from  this  action.  The  Agency  recommends  that 
alternatives  to  the  action  be  analyzed  furth.jr  (including  the  possibility  of  no 
action  at  all ). 


Adequacy  of  the  Impact  Statement 
Category  1  —  Adequate 

The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  sets  forth  the  environmental  impact  of 
the  proposed  project  or  action  as  well  as  alternatives  reasonably  available  to 
the  project  or  action. 

Category  2  —  Insufficient  Information 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  does  not  contain 
sufficient  information  to  assess  fully,  the  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed 
project  or  action.  However,  from  the  information  submitted,  the  Agency  is  able 
to  make  a  preliminary  determination  of  the  impact  on  the  environment.  EPA  has 
requested  that  the  originator  provide  the  information  that  was  not  included  in 
the  draft  environmental  impact  statement.  .  ,.  .      -i,    .■  --J. 

Category  3  —  Inadequate  .  ■'•  .'^..  -^ 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  does  not  adequately 
assess  the  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  project  or  action,  or  that  the 
statement  inadequately  analyzes  reasonably  available  alternatives.  The  Agency 
has  requested  more  information  and  analysis  concerning  the  potential  environmental 
hazards  and  has  asked  that  substantial  revision  be  made  to  the'impact  statement. 


If  a  draft  environmental  impact  statement  is  assigned  a  Category  3,  no  rating 
will  be  made  of  the  project  or  action;  since  a  basis  does  not  generally  exist  on' 
>nich  to  make  such  a  determination.     -     ''  •••/.:.   ,   ^■.,u;;  ..  .  •  ■..:  ,  ;;i  /'•' 


:tv 
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MASSACHUSETTS 
BAY 

TRANSPORTATlCiM 
AUTHORITY 


50  High  Street,  Boston,  MA  021  10 


May  10,   1979 


Mr.   Albert  Horn 

Federal   Compliance  Manager 

Office  of  Federal    Relations 

Boston  'City  Hall,   Room  957 

One  City  Hall   Square 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201  :_ 

Dear  Mr.    Horn: 

The  South  End  Environmental  Assessment,  BRA,  Spring  1979,  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement,  has  been  reviewed  as  it  affects  the  MBTA.  These  com-  ■ 
ments  should  be  for//arded  by  you  to  the  BRA  as  required. 

There  are  two  major  topics  of  relevance:  1)  its  relationship  to  the 
Relocated  Orange  Line  and  Railroad  Reconstruction  Project  (the  Southwest  Corridor 
Project)  currently  in  final  design  and  early  construction,  and  2)  the  long-range 
possibilities  for  Replacement  Service/Transportation  Improvements  in  the  South 
End/Roxbury/Dorchester  sector  of  the  city.  There  appears  to  be  no  mention  of  the 
relationship  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Project  to  the  day-to-day  operation  of  the 
rapid  transit  or  bus  lines  on  facilities  owned  by  the  MBTA  or  on'city  streets. 

These  comments  are  organized  on  a  page-by-page  basis  using  the  assess- 
irents  pagination'  items  of  a  general  nature: 

Page  4.  Major  Parcels  Mac 

Not  identified  or  discussed  in  this  reoort,  but  within  South  End 
boundaries  as  defined  by  the  map  and  controlled  by  the  BRA  are  the 
following  important  sites  related  to  MBTA  and/or  Southwest  Corridor 
Project  Development: 

1.  A  parcel  bounded  by  Ball  St.,  Washington  St.,  Crosstown  St. 
and  Shawmut  Avenue  owned  by  the  BRA.  The  eastern  half  of 
this  parcel  should  be  reserved  for  future  transportation 
development. 

2.  Washington  St.  north  of  East  Berkeley  St.  at  Waterford  St. 
This  is  to  be  the  site  ofthe  new  MBTA  Shawmut  substation. 

3.  Crosstown  Industrial  Park.  Sites  included  in  this  development 
should  be  identified  and  reserved  (these  are  later  identified 
as  "minor  sites"  on  p.  196). 

4.  Ruggles  St.  Station  area  west  of  Columbus  Ave.  and  south  of 
Walpole  St. 

5.  Parcel  west  of  the  former  Armour  Meat  Packing  Plant  owned  by 
the  MBTA  as  part  of  the  railroad  right-of-way. 
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Mr.    MloerL    nuiii 

-  page  2  - 


Page  32.  Open  Space 

P  14   Washington  St.  Median  Strip. --Reservation  of  this  strip  and  por- 
tions'of  adjacent  parcels  (as  currently  planned  for  Peters  and  Deroy  play- 
qrounds)  is  a  prerequisite  to  development  of  an  adequate  transportation 
reservation  on  Washington  St.  This  has  not  been  adequately  identified   - 
throughout  the  report  for  parcels  PB-12  [^^^  Motors)  32-C  (Rollins  St 
Site^  31,  31-B,  31-A2  Washington/Laconia  Sts.),  P6-8  &  SE-8S  (H.arry  the 
Greek  block)  and  others  which  may  be  or  which  become  under  BRA  jurisdiction. 
A  standard  right-of-way  dimension  of  110'  (back-of-sidewalk  lo  back-of-^ide- 
walk)  is  required  were  possible.  

Page  64.  Planned  South  End  Transportation  Improvements 

This  map  should  identify  the  40'  Transportation  Reservation  on  the 
South  End  side  of  the  "X-Town  St."  which  is  receiving  temporary  landscaping 
as  part  of  the  Crosstown  Street  construction  now  underway. 

If  the  (T)  symbols  are  intended  to  show  Orange  Line  station  locations, 
the  symbol  at  West  Rutland  Sq.  should  be  moved  just  to  a_point  sou.h  of 
Massachusetts  Avenue.  The  South  Cove_ Station  should  be  indicated  at  the 
northwest  corner  of  Shawmut  and  Oak  Streets. 

Page  66. 

Third  paragraph  should  read:  "One  of  the  renewal  parcels.  The  Existing. 
Carter  School  Site  will  be  directly  affected  by  the  transit  ";;^^i:^^~;.°"  ^^. 
Massachusetts  Avenue,  requiring  a  partial  relocation  of  tne  school.  Cur.en. 
MBTA  plans  call  for  removal  of  a  portion  of  the  buildmc  and  limited  new 
construction  on  the  site,  ana  an  integration  or  the  remainder  or  zue   oarcal 
into  the  linear  park  proposed  for  the  Corridor. 

Page  57. 

Reference  should  be  made  here  to  the  reservation  of  lands  at  Crosstown, 
Washington  and  Ball  Streets  for  future  transportation  needs.  See  note  ror 
page  ^,  item  3. 

Page  70. 

The  pxt^nsion  of  Herald  Street  would  be  from  Arlington  St.__  to  Clarendori 
St  (not'oartm.outh).  A  widening  of  Herald  St.  to  four  lanes  rrom  Albany  St. 
is  more  desirable  than  a  Broadway  connection  to  Marginal  Road. 

Pages  106-109. 

Parcel  58  should  be  identified  as  park  use  (this  may  be  an  ooen  space 
connection  to  Massachusetts  Avenue  station). 

Alternative  =2  which  includes  relocation  of  Carter  Center  to  SE-95,  and 
parking  on  PB=4  and  P-22  are  infeasible  and  should  be  dropped. 
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Mr.  Albert  Hom 
-  page  3  - 


Pages  111-115. 

Parcel  SE-43,  402  f-'assachusetts  Avenue,  described  as  currently  desig- 
nated to  H.  F.  C.  Associates  should  be  included  with  SE-20  and  SE-21  as 
required  by  the  MBIA  for  Southwest  Corridor  construction.  Subsequent  to 
building  demolition  and  Southwest  Corridor-construction ,  this  parcel  would 
be  available  for  redevelopment  by  the  BRA  along  with  SE-20  as  described. 
It  was  confirmed  upon  detailed  engineering  investigation  that  this  build- 
ing was  inserted  between  adjacent  buildings  and  has  no  vertical  wall 
structure  which  would  allow  it  to  remain  after  the  demolition  of  #400. 
Subsequent  to  building  demolition  and  Southwest  Corridor  construction_.this 
parcel  would  be  available  for  redevelopment  by  the  BRA  along  with  SE-20  as 
described.  The  "Proposed  BRA  Design  Controls'''  for  parcels  SE-43,  SE-2Q 
and  Fenway  Parcel  6  should  establish  a  height  limit  at  5  to  6  stories  and 
should  require  a  continuous  actfve  facade  at  the  sidewalk  along  the  Mass. 
Ave.  frontage. 

Page  140. 

The  MBTA  "Shawmut"  Substation  site  on  V/ashington  St.  north  of  Berkeley 
at  Waterford  St.  should  be  identified  as  being  developed  by  the  MBTA  as 
part  of  its  power  improvements  program. 

General  Comment^_ 

Preservation  of  110'  right-of-way  for  transit  service  on  Is^ashington  St. 
as  described  for  page  32  should  be  identified  for  all  affected  parcels  in 
Quadrant  3.  This'  includes  P3-R,  P6-8  and  SE-SS;  oossibly  32-C,  31,  31-B, 
and  31-A2. 

We  expect  that  these  comments  can  be  incorporated  into  the  Final  State- 
ment.  If  there  is  any  question  you  should  contact  Anthony  Pangaro  at  722-5834. 

Very /truly  yours,  -  i': 

I  Chines  B.cSts^faVp '-^  -  ^ 
environmental  Coordinator  ■ 
Construction  Directorate 

KEK/mba 

cc:  A.  Pangaro 

K.  Kruckemeyer 
D.  Graham 
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^_jJ  COMMONWEALTH  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 

llllllif%4l  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  State 

JSACHUSETTS  294  Washington  street 

HiQ-i-pkQii^Ai  Boston,  Massachusetts 

lOIUniOML  02108  MICHAEL  JOSEPH  CONNOLLY 

COMMISSION  617-727-8470  Secretary  of  State 


May  25,  1979 

Mr.  Richard  B.  Mertens 

Environmental  Officer 

Boston  Redevlopment  Authority 

City  Hall 

Boston,  Massachusetts   02201 

RE:  Draft  EIS,  Sou1±l  End  Closeout 

Dear  Mr.  Mertens: 

Staff  of  the  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission  have  reviewed  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Financial  Settlement  of  the  South 
End  Urban  Renewal  Project. 

As  is  noted  in  the  study,  this  office  has  been  consulted  to  initiate 
compliance  with  the  Advisory  Council  Procedures  for  the  Protection  of 
Cultural  Resources  since  this  action  will  have  an  effect  on  the   South 
End  National  Register  Historic  District. 

Development  of  the  subject  parcel  should  have  a  positive  effect  on  the 
district.  However,  a  potential  for  adverse  effect  exists  unless  measures 
are  taken  to  insure  compatible  development.  I  would  suggest  that  the  best 
mechanism  to  avoid  possible  adverse  effect  would  be  a  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  among  the  Advisory  Council,  BRA,  HUD,  and  MHC  allowing  for 
review  of  development  for  the  parcels  within  or  adjacent  to  the  Historic 
District. 

If  you  shoud  have  any  questions  please  contact  this  office. 

SincejKly, 


r/i^^'^^^' 


Patricia  L.  VfeslowsJci 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

Executive  Director 

Massachusetts  Historical  Commission 

PLW/ej 

cc:  Advisory  Council 
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Responses  to  Comments  of  Federal  and  State  Agencies 

Response  to  Mass.  Historical  Comm.  Comments; 

The  BRA  and  the  City  of  Boston  will  continue  consultation  with  the  Massa- 
chusetts Historical  Commission  to  develop  measures  to  ensure  the  mitigation  or 
avoidance  of  any  potential  adverse  effect  on  the  South  End  National  Register 
District  as  a  result  of  the  financial  settlement  of  the  South  End  Urban 
Renewal  project. 

In  addition,  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  was  given 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  EIS  and  potential  effect  of  the  financial 
settlement  on  National  Register  properties.   No  objection  to  the  financial 
settlement  or  indication  of  adverse  effect  of  the  undertaking  was  received 
from  the  Council  during  the  review  period. 

Response  to  Massachusetts  Bay  Transit  Authority  Comments ; 

The  letter  received  from  the  MBTA  both  presents  two  major  topics  for 
discussion  and  then  identifies  a  series  of  issues  which  arise  from  the  report. 
As  to  the  first  issue  presented,  exception  is  taken  to  the  statement  that 
there  is  no  mention  of  the  relationship  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Project  to  the 
day-to-day  operation  of  the  MBTA.   Throughout  the  E.I.S.  the  importance  of 
current  and  future  transit  in  the  South  End  is  highlighted,  both  on  a  parcel 
specific  and  an  area-wide  basis.   The  heavy  reliance  of  South  End  residents  on 
transit  is  discussed  in  the  report  (p.  69). 

The  technical  points  raised  in  the  letter  concerning  transit  rows  and 
minor  parcels  have  been  noted  and  will  be  incorporated  into  future  plans  for 
the  area.   Future  recommended  plans  for  both  the  parcels  along  Washington 
Street  and  the  Existing  Charter  School  Site  have  already  incorporated  the 
planned  transit  improvements  which  the  letter  highlights. 

Responses  to  EPA  Comments  #1,2,  and  3; 

Impacts  to  ambient  air  quality  were  derived  using  base  data  from  the 
Kenmore  Square  monitoring  station  of  the  Massachusetts  Air  Surveillance 
Network.   This  is  the  location  nearest  to  the  South  End  for  which  monitoring 
data  is  available.   It  is  our  assiomption  that  air  quality  in  the  South  End  is 
actually  somewhat  better  than  at  Kenmore  Square  but  it  is  felt  that  the 
Kenmore  Square  data  providesfor  a  fair  "worst  case"  situation. 
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In  figuring  impacts  of  the  various  alternative  projects  on  air  quality,  an 
important  consideration  was  the  implementation  of  Federal  Exhaust  and  Emission 
Control  Standards  and  the  general  upgrading  of  air  quality  that  v/ill  result. 
It  has  been  assumed  that  development  of  the  various  projects  will  take  place 
by  1985  so  ambient  1977  air  pollution  levels  were  reduced  to  reflect  the 
likely  ambient  conditions  that  will  exist  in  1985.   The  following  table 
illustrates  the  conversion  method  as  established  by  the  MOBIL  1  computer 
program  for  calculation  of  future  (1985)  automotive  emissions. 

E.F.  =  gin/veh  mile  travelled 

E.F.  1977 

for  CO        'E.F.  1985    =  0.55 

E.F.  1977 

•for  NOx        E.F.  1985    -  0.72 

E.F.  1977 

for  HC         E.F.  1985    =  0.37 

The  likely  air  pollution  levels  with  construction  of  the  various  project 
alternatives  was  calculated  by  using  projections  of  traffic  changes.   It  has 
been  assiimed  that  changes  in  traffic  will  result  in  direct,  proportional 
changes  in  air  quality.   Predictions  of  traffic  volumes  to  be  generated  by 
each  proposed  alternative  were  made  by  Abt  Associates  in  September  1978.   The 
following  table  is  an  example  of  the  method  used  to  convert  existing  air 
pollution  data  to  future  air  pollution  that  would  be  created  by  a  hypothetical 
project  site.   The  table  shows  the  total  correction  or  change  from  1977 
conditions  taking  into  consideration  both  increases  in  traffic  that  may  be 
generated  and  the  implementation  of  the  Federal  Emission  Control  Standards . 

Example  Site: 

1977  -  5000  vehicles/day 

1985  with  project  -  6000  vehicles/day 

6000 
then  correction  for  traffic  5000  =  1.2 

Total  correction  =  traffic  x  E.F.  =  total 

CO  1.2  X  0.55  =  0.66 

NOx  1.2  X  0.72  =  0.86 

HG  1.2  X  0.37  =  0.4  4 
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The  determination  of  v/hether  or  not  maximum  permissible  pollution  levels 
will  be  exceeded  by  proposed  alternative  project  was  made  by  reference  to  the 
National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards.   There  are  regulations  established  by 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  in  1971  and  their  specify  a  carbon  monox- 
ide level  not  to  exceed  35  ppm  for  one  hour  peak  concentration  and  9  ppm  for 
peak  eight  hour  average.   They  specify  that  concentrations  of  oxides  of 
nitrogen  should  not  exceed  50  ppb. 

Details  of  the  qualitative  analysis  for  each  site  will  be  submitted  to  the 
EPA  and  DEQE  for  review.   Based  on  these  analyses,  the  EPA  and  DEQS  will 
determine  the  applicability  of  the  Kenmore  Square  data  to  the  South  End  for 
the  purposes  of  this  SIS.   These  analyses  also  will  present  the  requested 
evidence  to  support  the  air  quality  conclusions  contained  in  the  EIS. 

During  the  preparation  of  the  Final  EIS,  the  BRA  and  their  consultants  met 
with  representatives  of  the  EPA  and  DEQE  to  initiate  coordination  to  improve 
the  future  transportation  program  and  thereby  ensure  a  reduction  in  ambient  CO 
concentrations  in  the  South  End  consistant  with  the  Massachusetts  State 
Implementation  Plan.   In  this  regard,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  Renewal 
Plan's  goal  to  remove  through  traffic  from  the  South  End  by  the  construction 
of  roadways  at  the  edges  of  the  project  area  (such  as  the  Crosstown  Arterial) 
should  help  to  improve  air  quality  conditions  within  the  South  End  residential 
neighborhoods . 

Response  to  EPA  Comment  #4  (Demolition); 

A  minimal  amount  of  additional  demolition  is  expected  to  occur  in  order  to 
complete  rhe  South  End  Urban  Renewal  project.   It  is  estimated  that  a  maximum 
of  40  buildings  would  require  demolition,  primarily  brick  or  masonry  residen- 
tial buildings.   Based  on  a  previous  study  of  demolition  in  Boston  (Resource 
Planning  Associates,  Inc.,  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Clearance  of  Unsafe  Buildings,  Community  Development  Block  Grant  Program, 
Cambridge,  January  5,  1976),  it  is  estimated  that  each  structure  would  gener- 
ate 625  cu.yds.  of  demolition  debris,  or  a  total  of  25,000  cu.yds.  of  debris. 
The  majority  of  the  debris  would  consist  of  brick,  concrete,  masonry,  and 
wood,  with  lesser  amounts  of  plaster,  glass,  metal,  and  roofing  material. 
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The  specific  location  of  disposal  sites  cannot  be  determined  until  acr.ual 
demolition  takes  place  and  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  demolition 
contractor.   However,  all  debris  will  be  required  to  be  disposed  of  in  land- 
fill sites  which  are  licensed  by  the  Commonwealth  and  which  accept  demolition 
debris.   (At  the  present  time,  the  major  landfill  site  which  accepts  demoli- 
tion waste  is  located  in  Marshf ield;  additional  sites  in  Carver  and  Pembroke 
are  in  the  process  of  approval.) 

Demolition  of  a  typical  three-family  urban  dwelling  will  generate  approxi- 
mately 12-13  60  cu.yd.  truckloads  of  waste,  spread  over  a  two  to  five  day 
period.   Since  all  demolition  would  not  occur  at  the  same  time,  the  impact  of 
the  additional  truck  trips  on  traffic  volumes  would  be  negligible.   However, 
some  local  congestion  or  delay  may  occur  during  demolition  when  heavy  equip- 
ment is  being  transported  to  and  from  a  site ,  or  when  trucks  are  loading  or 
unloading.   In  addition,  the  potential  for  spillage  and  emissions  of  fugitive 
dust  from  loaded  trucks  also  exists.   This  impact  can  be  reducedd  or  elimina- 
ted by  wetting  down  all  trucks  and  covering  loads  with  suitable  tarpauling 
prior  to  leaving  the  site . 

Response  to  EPA  Comment  #5; 

The  Copley  Place  development  project  is  not  part  of  the  South  End  Urban 
Renewal  project  but  is  located  adjacent  to  the  South  End  project  area.   The 
development  project  will  be  subject  to  a  separate  EIS,  since  the  City  of 
Boston  intends  to  apply  to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop- 
ment for  financial  assistance  under  the  Urban  Development  Action  Grant  program. 

The  Viviendas  la  Victoria  II  project,  which  is  located  within  the  South 
End  Urban  Renewal  area,  is  siibject  to  an  environmental  clearance  prepared  by 
HUD  (Region  I).   This  clearance  currently  is  under  revision  piirsuant  to  a 
Court  Order  and  will  be  available  for  review  and  comment  in  accordance  with 
HUD  regulations. 
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Comments  of  Organizations,  Citizens  Groups  and  Individuals 
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SIGKRA  CLUl3  •  Neco  enclaod  CbapteR 

3  JOY  STREET,  ROOM   12,  BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS,  02108  •   617-227-5339 


32  Rutland  St. 
Boston,  Mass.  C211S 
(617)  262-U318 


Scuth  End  Projsct  Araa  Commfttee 


May   18,    1979 

Albert  Horn 

Office  of  Federal  Relations 
Room  957,    Boston  City  Hall 
Boston,    Mass.    02201 

Dear  Mr.    Horn: 

The  following  comments  are  offered  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  prepared  by  consultants  for  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
(Mass.  R-55) .  The  commenting  organization  is  the  South  End  Project  Area 
Committee  (SEPAC) .   SEPAC  is  the  officially-elected  Project  Area  Committes 
as  recognized  by  the  BRA,  the  Mayor  of  Boston,  and  the  federal  Department 
Of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  as  having  the  official  mandate 
to  oversee  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Project. 


SEPAC  virges  that  the  Authority  and  HUD  reject  as  inadequate  the  Draft 
EIS ,  and  begin  anew  an  evaluation  of  the  proposed  close-out  and  alternatives 
to  carry  it  out,  with  the  community  as  a  full  partner  rather  than  a  passive 
spectator  in  the  process.   The  reasons  for  this  recomm>endation  are  spelled 
out  in  the  comments  presented  below. 

It  should  be  stated  at  the  outset  that  these  comments  ought  not  to  be 
construed  ajs  condoning  in  any  way  the  legitimacy  of  the  "public  participation 
process"  leading  up  to  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  EIS.   For  reasons  detailed 
in  the  Citizen  Participation  section  of  these  comments  below,  one  of  the 
major  reasons  for  SEPAC 's  -  and  much  of  the  community's  -  position  on  the  EIS 
is  the  evident  failure  of  the  BRA  and  its  consultants  to  meet  generally 
acceptable  standards  of  citizen  participation  as  required  by  federal  Urban 
Renewal  close-out  and  environmental  precedents.   Not  the  least  of  these 
failures  is  the  BRA's  neglect  of  SEPAC  itself.   Far  from  being  included 
as  a  full  partner  in  coordinating  the  input  of  citizen  organizations  into 
the  BRA's  planning  process,  as  required  by  existing  HUD  guidelines  on 
Project  Area  Committees,  SEPAC *s  funds  were  cut  off,  and  other  conditions 
of  its  preferred  sponsorship  of  the  EIS  process  not  met,  .at  the  onset  of 
the  EIS  planning  process.   The  Authority  should  explain  this  failiire  as 
part  of  any  Final  EIS  that  might  be  compiled,  and  should  explain  as  well 
the  BRA  and  the  City's  non-compliance  with  the  terms  of  SEPAC 's  contract 
with  the  City  of  Boston,  still  in  force,  which  specify  full  participation 
and  review  over  Urban  Renewal  close-out  matters. 


Sincerely, 


;EPAC  representatives 


D0RP3H?  K/  F 
Moderator 
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CITIZSN  PARTICIPATION 

The  citizen  participation  mechanism  used  by  the  BPA  throughout  the 
close-out  process  was,  at  best,  inadequate.   While  BRA.  officials  consistently 
pointed  to  an  "open"  and  "participatory"  process,  a  closer  look  at  the 
process  shows  it  was  in  fact  a  very  top-down  procedure  with  little  if 
any  meaningful  input  from  the  community. 

A.  SEPAC  ROLE 

As  the  community-elected  body  which  exists  primarily  to  oversee 
the  Urban  Renewal  Project,  SEPAC  should  have  been  intimately  involved 
in  the  close-out  process.   SEPAC  was,  instead,  closed  out  from  the 
process.    From  January  to  July,  1978,  SEPAC  and  the  BRA  engaged  in  a 
series  of  negotiations  to  determine  SEPAC s  role  and  award  SEPAC  a 
contract  to  support  its  work  in  the  close-out  process.   As  a  show  of 
good  faith,  while  these  negotiations  were  taking  place,  SEPAC  published, 
at  its  own  expense,  a  newsletter  which  explained  the  process  and  gave 
the  BRA  space  to  explain  its  role  in  the  close  out.   BRA  officials  had 
led  SEPAC  members  to  believe  a  contract  would  be  forthcoming.   On  the 
eve  of  a  BRA  board  vote  which  would  have  awarded  a  small  six-month  contract 
to  SEPAC,  the  BRA  Director  was  fired  and  the  memo  on  the  SEPAC  contract 
was  pulled  to  allow  the  new  Director  "time  to  review  the  issue." 

Time  passed  by,  and  in  October,  1978,  SEPAC  Moderator  Leon  Brinkley 
was  told  by  BRA  staff  person  Richard  Carver  that  there  would  be  no 
contract  because  the  BRA  was  to  handle  the  process  itself. 

SEPAC  had  previously  been  funded  by  the  BRA,  then  through  Community 
Development  Block  Grants.   In  1973,  and  again  in  1979,  the  Mayor  rejected 
SEPAC s  request  for  CDBG  funding.   SEPAC  has  gene  through  periods,  in 
between  small  private  grants,  without  adequate  staffing  to  monitor  the 
Urban  Renewal  process  as  it  is  mandated  to  do.  BP-A's  refusal  to  fund 
SEPAC  to  have  a  formal  role  in  the  close-out  process  shut  the  community 
out  from  taking  an  active  role  in  the  process.  Instead,  the  community 
was  left  with  a  passive  role  -  to  react  when  the  BP-A  called  a  meeting 
or  published  a  document.   Had  the  ERA  funded  SEPAC  for  close-out,  as 
it  initially  indicated  it  would,  the  community  would  have  played  a 
role  similar  to  that  of  a  partner  rather  than  an  observer,  (attached  in 
the  index  is  a  memo  from  SEPAC  to  the  BRA  Board,  dated  July  10,  1978, 
outlining  the  negotiations  for  the  then-expected  contract) . 

B.  PROCESS 

With  SEPAC  out  of  the  way,  the  BRA  could  proceed  as  it  wished  with 
the  close-out  process.  It  could  make  contact  with  whichever  groups  it 
wished  while  leaving  others  out.   This  exclusionary  tactic  could  not 
have  happened  had  SEPAC  worked  closely  with  the  BRA  in  informing  South 
End  residents  about  the  close  out  process.   One  only  has  to  look  at 
the  list  of  "Local"  groups  listed  on  pages  iii-iv  of  the  EIS  to  see 
the  BPA' s  total  lack  of  outreach  to  the  poor  and  minority  population 
of  the  South  End.   While  69  percent  of  the  South  End  is  comprised  of 
tenants,  a  majority  of  the  community  groups  listed  are  made  up  of 
homeo'/mers.   There  are  several  groups  left  off  the  list  of  those 
receiving  the  EIS  and  being  consulted  who  have  a  long  history  of 
activism  in  the  community. 
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a.  Tuckerman  Tenants  Union  -  at  the  BRA  hearing  on  April  26  at 
the  Mackey  School,  Mary  Manuel,  a  Methunion  Tenant,  said  at  the  outset 
of  her  testimony  that  she  objected  to  the  fact  that  noone  at  the 
Tuckerman  Tenants  Union  had  been  consulted  throughout  'the  close-out 
process.   BRA  Staff person  Richie  Hall  responded  that  he  had  never 
heard  of  the  Tuckerman  Tenants  Union.   Located  on  Washington  and 
Hammond  Streets,  the  Westminster/Willard  buildings,  also  known  as 

the  Tuckerman  buildings,  have  been  active  in  the  community  during 
the  past  several  years.   They  are  currently  one  of  three  arojects, 
along  with  Methunion  and  Academy  Homes,  involved  in  a  HUd' Demonstration 
Project  to  determine  the  future  ownership  of  the  projects.   SEPAC 
has  been  working  with  the  tenants  union  and  most  assuredly  would  have 
included  the  200-odd  families  there  in  any  discussion  concerning 
the  close-out  of  Urban  renewal.   Most  of  the  families  there  are 
black,  and  many  are  long-term  South  End  residents.  Their  .exclusion 
from  the  process  points  to  the  inability  of  the  BRA  to  adequately  " 
outreach  into  the  community. 

b.  Ruland  Housing  Tenants  Assoc.  -  located  in  buildings  on 
Rutland  St.  and  W.  Concord  St.  these  45  families  have  been  involved 
in  community  issues  constantly  for  the  past  five  years.   Their 
organization  has  been  repeatedly  covered  by  the  SEPAC  NEWSLETTER 
which  is  distributed  to  between  10,000  -  14,000  doors  each  issue. 

Most  recently  the  tenants  group  organized  to  participate  in  determininc 
the  fate  of  the  small  parcel  along  W.  Concord  and  the  allev  leadina  to" 
Rutland  St.   Their  efforts  have  been  lauded  by  BRA  Staffperson  John 
Kennedy.  Nearly  all  the  tenants  are  Hispanic  -  no  effort  was  made  by 
the  BRA  to  include  this  group  in  discussions  concerning  the  close- 
out  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Project.   SEPAC  has  been  closelv  working 
with  this  group,  a.nd  if  SEPAC  had  been  included  in  the  process  would 
have^  made  sure  this  group  of  tenants  had  every  chance  to  participate 
in  ithe  close  out  process. 

c.  Concord  Houses  Tenants  Union  -  Concord  Hom.es  was  an  issue 
before  it  was  even  constructed  as  a  group  of  South  Snders  tried  to 
prevent  it  from  being  built.   Once  built,  the  300-odd  tenants  living 
there  became  active  in  the  community  and  their  participation  has 
also  been  regularly  covered  by  the  SEPAC  NEWSLETTER.   Most  recently, 
they  are  organizing  against  a  proposed  rent  increase  of  12  percent  and 
negotiating  for  certain  repairs  to  be  made.   Their  effectiveness  as 

a  group  has  been  recognized  by  the  Mass.  Housing  Finance  Agency  which 
has  twice  postponed  hearings  on  the  proposed  rent  increase  because  of 
issues  raised  by  the  Tenants  Union.   The  BRA  has  ignored  this  pre- 
dominantly black  tenants  group  throughout  the  close-out  process. 
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d.  Tent  City  Task  Force  -  perhaps  the  most  glaring  example  of 
the  BRA' s  lack  of  accountability  to  the  community  is  its  treatment 
of  the  Tent  City  site  (parcels  11a, lib)  in  the  EIS.   The  Tent  City 
Task  Force,  a  group  of  concerned  tenants  and  homeowners  from  in  and 
around  the  site,  has  been  meeting  regularly  for  several  years  to  plan 
construction  of  housing  for  that  site.   Last  year  the  Task  Force  developed 
its  own  "guidelines  for  development"  of  the  tent  city  site  which  included 
an  income  mix  consisting  of  75  percent'  low  and  moderate  income  housing. 
These  guidelines  were  published  in  the  SEPAC  NEWSLETTER  and  distributed 

to  10,000  families  in  the  South  End.   In  the  EIS,  the  BRA  and  its 
consultants  make  no  reference  to  the  Task  Force.   They  make  no  reference 
to  the  guidelines  published  by  the  Task  Force  nor  what  their  official 
position  position  on  the  issues  raised  by  the  Task  Force  is.   The 
Task  Force,  a  subcommittee  of  SEPAC,  is  never  mentioned  by  name  -  rather 
the  EIS  mentions  the  i.nput  of  the  "Committee  of  Citizens  for  a  Balanced 
South  End"  which  is  opposed  to  low- income  housing  on  the  site. 

e.  Consensus  Survey  -  Last  Summer  and  Fall  the  BRA  contracted 
Consensus,  Inc.  to  do  a  survey  in  the  South  End  on  people's  attitudes 
about  Urban  Renewal.   One  Thousand  and  eight  families  were  interviewed 
and  the  results  (a  summary  of  the  results)  were  released  at  the  November 
meeting  at  the  Bates  School.   The  survey  showed  that  some  53  percent 

of  those  interviewed  support  subsidized  housing  construction.   The 
important  thing  to  note  is  that  there  were  no  Chinese-speaking 
interviewers,  therefore,  no  Chinese-speaking  people  could  be  inter- 
viewed.  This  sorry  fact  undoubtedly  cut  down  the  percentage  a  few 
points  of  those  supporting  subsidized  housing  construction.  They 
also  neglected  to  interview  Spanish-speaking  residents  in  the  process  - 
again  severely  limiting  the  scope  of  their  findings.   Once  again,  had 
SEPAC  been  an  active  part  of  the  process,  rhen  surely  any  survey  made 
would  have  included  national  minorities  in  an  attempt  to  get  a  truly 
well-rounded  look  at  the  attitudes  of  all  peoples  of  the  South  End. 
Despite  this  restriction,  78  percent  of  those  interviewed  said  they 
would  like  to  see  a  "continuation  of  special  urban  renewal  projects 
in  their  neighborhoods."   And  49  percent  of  those  interviewed  reported 
"significant  familiarity  with  SEPAC"  -  the  largest  such  response  to  any 
South  End  organization. 

f.  SEPAC  Housing  Report,  1975  -  In  1975,  the  Mayor  commissioned 
SEPAC  to  issue  a  report  on  housing  for  the  South  End.   A  special 
committee  was  formed  which  represented  a  wide  range  of  views  as  to 
the  future  of  South  End  housing  issues.   While  many  of  the  final 
recommendations  were  adopted  by  a  majority  vote,  many  were  also 
adopted  unanimously  including  the  following: 

*Future  housing  goals  of  the  South   End  must   continue   to  preserve 
the  racial,    ethnic,    social,    and  economic   heterogeneity  of  the   area    to  include  a   stab, 
population   base  of  both   tenants  and  homeowners. 

*The  South   End  community  must   recognize  absolutely  its 
responsibility   to   those   living  in   the  area   who  wish   to  remain   here, 
those  who   have  been   displaced   and   wish   to   return,  and   to   retain   the 
South  End  as   an  open   community   to  all   income   levels   that  desire   to 
live   in   the  area. 

*The   remaining   unrehabilitated   housing   is   inadequate    to 
serve   the   needs  of  low,    moderate,    or  middle-income   people.    Any   efforts 
to  bring   this   housing  into  adequate  marketable  condition,    should   serve 
the  various   income   levels  in   need  of  housing   in    the  area,    aiming  at 
economic  and  racial   mix. 
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*3ased  on   needs   found  on  various   subsidized  housing  waiting 
lists,    future  construction   and   rehabilitation   of  housing  should   include 
an   appropriate   proportion   of   three-plus   bedroom  units   to   accommodate 
families  in   the  area   in  need  of  housing,     (pages  2  and  3  of  Report) 

The  BRA,  in  its  EIS ,  takes  ;-a,  notice  of  this  important  document 
prepared  by  the  community.   The  260-page  report  is  being  attached  to 
this  comment  for  review  and  comment  to  its  recommendations  and  data 
as  it  relates  to  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Project.   Still  again, 
had  SEPAC  been  an  active  party  to  this  process,  the  recommendations 
of  the  1975  Report  would  have  been  carefully  weighed  against  the 
findings  of  the  consultants  preparing  the  Draft  EIS.   Likewise,  an 
attempt  would  have  been  made  to  include  displacees  in  the  process 
of  the  hearings  and  recommendations.   The  BRA  did  not  attempt  to 
include  those  they  forced  out  of  the  South  End  during  the  past 
fourteen  years.   Many  of  these  people  undoubtedly  would  have  liked 
to  have  had  input  into  the  final  planning  process;  many  are  still 
on  waiting  lists  of  housing  projects  attempting  to  return  to  this 
area  of  the  city  only  to  find  an  inadequate  housing  stock  for  those 
with  limited  incomes. 

g.   HEARINGS 

The  BPA-conducted  hearings  to  inform  South  Enders  about  the 
close-out  process  were  a  one-way  process.   BRA  staff  presented  facts 
about  who  was  proceeding  with  what  process;  the  input  from  community 
residents  was        largely  ignored.   The  final  hearing  on  April  26 
gave  residents  little  if  any  chance  to  respond  to  the  EIS.  (see  letter 
attached  dated  April  30,  1979).   The  EIS  itself  was  poorly  distributed, 
no  summaries  were  distributed  prior  to  the  hearing,  and  no  summaries  or 
reports  were  made  available  in  Spanish  or  Chinese.   The  hearings,  at 
best,  were  a  formality  for  the  BRA  to  comply  with  existing  regulations 
governing  citizen  participation  in  the  close  out  process. 

C.   CONCLUSIONS 

The  residents  of  the  South  End  had  little  real  input  into  the 
close-out  process  of  the  nation's  largest  urban  renewal  project.  Many 
low- income  tenants  found  themselves  completely  left  out;  the  community 
elected  citizens i  group  which  is  mandated  to  oversee  the  urban  renewal 
process  was  denied   any  role  in  the  close-out  process;  hearing  notices 
were  inadequate  and  often  printed  in  English-only;  and  the  hearings 
themselves  lacked  any  mechanism  for  citizens  to  give  meaningful 
input.   The  citizen  participation  process,  as  conducted  by  the  BRA 
for  the  close-out  process  of  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Project, 
was  wholly  inadequate  and  should  not  be  approved  as  a  means  for  the 
citizens  of  the  South  End  to  have  input  into  the  future  of  their 
community. 
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FAILURE  TO  ASSESS  ALTERNATIVES  FOR  ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 


Federal  environmental  statutes  require  a  full  evaluation  of  major 
alternatives  to  achieve  the  objectives  of  a  proposed  major  federal  action, 
such  as  close-out  of  an  Urban  Renewal  Project.   In  its  introduction  to 
the  Draft  EIS,  the  BRA  states  that  "financial  settlement  also  involves  an 
assessment  of  the  environmental  consequences  of  the  financial  settlement 
prior  to  completion  of  the  project,"  and  that  it  will  "undertake  a  major 
review  of  the  progress  of  the  project  during  the  past  thirteen  years,  to  assess 
the  recommendations  of  the  original  urban  renewal  plan  and  to  amend  the 
plan  as  necessary  in  view  of  any  new  findings  from  the  review." 

The  Draft  EIS  has  plainly  failed  in  meeting  these  requirements.   The 
EIS's  analysis  of  the  original  Goals  and  Objectives  of  the  Urban  Renewal 
Plan,  particularly  with  respect  to  the  housing  needs  of  the  community, 
fails  to  measure  achievement  of  numerical  goals  for  new  construction  and 
rehab,  let  alone  spell  out  alternative  ways  to  meet  them  (see  discussion 
below).   In  addition,  perhaps  the  two  most  salient  features  of  the  South 
End  housing  market  dynamic  today,  displacement  and  racial  segregation  , 
are  scarcely  mentioned  as"impaet5Vlst  alone  measured,  or -evaluated  with 
alternatives  for  mitigating  them(see  below). 

The  publication  by  the  BRA  of  its  report,  Subsidized  Housing  in  the 
South  End,  with  its  policy  restriction  of  25%  for  low  and  moderate  income 
rental  assistance,  and  the  incorporation  of  that  policy  in  the  draft  EIS, 
illustrates  this  failure  in  meeting  federal  EIS  guidelines.   Publication 
of  this  policy  prior  to  completion  of  the  Draft  Eis, clearly  precluded 
full  evaluation  by  either  the  consultants  of  the  community  of  alternative 
rental  assistance  levels  to  meet  Plan  objectives.   Similarly,  the  City  of 
Boston  has  deleted  any  South  End  Census  Tracts  from  its  Year  V  Housing 
Assistance  Plan  for  the  CDBG  pTOgram--effectively  a  declaration  by  the 
City  that  it  intends  to  preclude  any  new  or  rehab  housing  construction 
for  low  or  moderate  income  people  in  the  South  End  for  the  next  three 
years.   Like  the  25%  policy,  this  action  by  the  City  precluded  full 
evaluation  of  alternatives  to  achieve  the  proposed  close-out. 

The  following  sections  elaborate  on  these  failures  to  identify  major 
impacts  or  to  evaluate  alternatives  for  achieving  close-out. 

FAILURE  TO  ACHIEVE  HOUSING  GOALS  OF  THE  URBAN  RENBVAL  PLAN 

The  Draft  EIS,  like  the  earlier  BRA  Subsidized  Housing  report,  presents 
figures  showing  clearly  that  the  new  construction  and  rehabilitation  objectives 
of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  have  not  been  achieved.   Despite  convincing  data 
to  the  contrary,  the  EIS  concludes,  curiously,  that  "the  new  construction  and 
publically-assistad  rehabilitation  goals  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  have 
largely  been  achieved."  (p.  75). 
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Regarding  the  new  construction  goals  in  the  Plan,  the  BRA  claims  in 
the  EIS  that  it  has  fulfilled  these  objectives  of  the  Plan  through  the 
production  of: 

1,652  new  subsidized  family  units 

585  "in  process" 

540  new  elderly  units 
2,777    toi^ard  a  Plan  goal  of  3,500  new  housing  units. 

First  of  all,  it  is  unclear  where  the  BRA  got  the  figure  of  585 
units  "in  process".   SEPAC's  best  maximum  estimate  is  341  "in  process", 
including  the  proposed  Viviendas  II  development,  currently  tied  up  in 
court.  Correcting"'  the  BRA  figure,  however,  the  new 

construction  goals  have  clearly  not  been  attained,  by  a  factor  of  about 
800  units,  including  300  for  new  public  housing  construction  and  about 
500  for  new  moderate  and  low  income  housing. 

The  BRA  arrives  at  its  conclusion  that  the  new  construction  goals 
have  been  achieved  by  adding  in  about  1556  low  and  moderate  income 
rehab  units  that  receive  rental  assistance(p.  75).   This  is,  at  best, 
bizarre  logic.   The  original  Urban  Renewal  Plan  clearly  specified  numerical 
goals  for  new  construction  at  3,300  units.   In  addition  to  this  goal, 
the  Plan  proposed  substantial  rehabilitation  of-South  End  rowhouses  for 
existing  residents y-J''  '^of  whom  were  low  and  moderate  income.   According  to 
to  BRA  presentations  and  the  clear  understanding  of  South  End  residents, 
75%  of  those  rowhouses  not  scheduled  for  demolition  were  proposed  for 
rehabilitation  for  these  low  and  moderate  income  existing  residents 
(See  Langley  Keyes,  the  Urban  Rehabilitation  Planning  Game;   Libby  Seifel, 
unpublished  Masters  Thesis  on  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Close-Out,  spring  1979) 

According  to  the  BRA's  oivn  figures  in  the  EIS,  as  well  as  independent 
research,  this  objective  for  rehabilitation  goals  has  clearly  not  been 
achieved.   The  actual  costs  of  rehabilitation  per  unit  of  the  rowhouse 
stock  has  been  enormously  greater  than  the  $3,000  estimated  in  the  Plan, 
and  the  basis  for  the  Plan's  projection  that  existing  residents  would 
be  able  to  fis  up  their  homes.   By  1974,  average  per  unit  costs  were  $9,000; 
since  then,  per  unit  costs  as  high  as  $30,000  or  more  are  not  unheard  of. 
Obviously,  low  and  moderate  income  residents  who  lived  in  the  South  End 
in  1965  would  need  substantial  rental  or  other  subsidy  aid  to  bring 
their  buildings  up  to  code,  as  required  by  the  Plan. 

Recent  research  has  indicated  the  following  percentages  of  existing 
South  End  units  protected  for  low  and  moderate  income  people (from  Seifel 
Master's  Thesis) : 

--10%  of  the  towT.houses  contain  subsidized  units 
--13%  of  the  townhouse  units  receive  rent  subsidy 

Based  on  the  original  figures  from  1960  of  approximately  20,000  units 
and  4,000  townhouses  (j\o   multi-family  developments): 

--6%  of  the  original  to^vnhouses  contain  subsidized  units 
--3%  of  the  original  tounhouse  units  receive  subsidy 
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These  figures  would  appear  to  indicate  a  substantial  shortfall  from 
the  Plan's  commitment  to  make  75%  of  the  South  End-s  rekhouses  affordable 
and  in  good  condition  for  low  and  moderate  income,  existing  residents. 

Tne   Draft  EIS,  although  it  presents  data  leading  to  the  above  analysis, 
presents  no  discussion  or  evaluation  of  this  shortfall  in  light  of  Plan 
Goals.   It  does  not  evaluate  the  impact  of  the  obvious  _  ._  '" 
underestimation  of  rehab  costs  on  existing  residents,  nor  does  it  present 
options  to  mitigate  any  possible  adverse  impacts.   Instead,  the  Draft  EIS 
uses  the  failure  of  the  BRA  to  achieve  one  of  its  major  housing  goals 
(for  rehab)  .   '    '    '  '        ..  ■-       ^ 

'"   .  J  to  account  for  its  failure  to  achieve 

its  goals  for     '  ;  new  constrjction.   Thus,  the  BRA's  logical  error 
is  compounded  in  a  way  which  has  telling  consequences  for  the  South  End. 

Furthermore,  the  EIS  fails "to  indicate  how  much  of  the  rental-assisted 
housing  is  available  for  low  income  familESS. 

--Only  29%  __      or  591  units  of  new  constructed  housing  is  subsidised 

for  low  income  families 
--Of  the  300  townhouses  rehabbed  for  moderate  or  low  income 

families,  only  850  units  are  available  for  low-income 
--Of  the  total  number  of  low  and  moderate  income  units  produced  in 
the  South  End  since  1S65,  only  895  units  have  more  hhan  two 
bedrooms.   32%  of  the  new  units  and  45%  of  the  rehab  units 
have  only  one  bedroom 
--Only  about  20%  of  all  rental  assisted  housing  was  for  low  income  non-elderly 
The  EIS  fails  to  indicate  that  most  of  the  new,  rental-assisted  housing    househo 
in  the  South  End  does  not  serve  average-size  or  large  families,  particularly 
of  low  income.   Given  the  composition  of  the  South  End  when  the  Plan  was 
adopted  in  1965,  this  failure  to  analyze  \init-size  and  "      low-moderate  ; 

income  mix  in  relation  to  Plan  Goals  and  Objectives  is  another     shortfall 
of  the  EIS. 

By  1979,  only  964  units  if  3-5  bedrooms  were  built  to  serve  a  population 
of  income-eligible  families  which  origianlzly  was  four  or  five  times  that 
size.   In  addition,  although  many  elderly  units  have  been  provided  with 
rental  assistance,  about  S40,  this  again,  serves  a  population  that  was 
six  times  that  large  originally. 

Another  standard  by  which  to  evaluate  the  BRA's  performance  under  Urban 
Renewal  is  the  1-to-l  replacement  requirement  arguably  applicable  for  South 
End  housing  units  lost  from  demolition  or  housing  conversions  to  the  luxury 
market.   By  this  standard,  only  2,500  new  housing  units  have  been  constructed 
to  replace  the  10,000  lost  since  1960,  according  to  the  BRA's  figures,  and 
the  U.S.  Census.  The  EIS  does  not  evaluate  this  shortfall. 

One  major  error  in  the  EIS  should  not  ^o  unchallenged.   On  p,  81,  the 
EIS  states  that  48%  of  the  South  End's  housing  units  receive  rental  assistance, 
based  on  a  total  unit  count  of  10,000  (1970  Census  base).   Based  on  a  net 
reduction  of  10,000  units  from  the  1960  count  of  20,000  units,  this  figure, 
if  true,  would  imply  over  18,000  net  displacees,  based  on  a  1.8  person/unit 
average.   UTiile  it  might  help  the  present  analysis  were  the  BRA.'s 
oivTi  figures  to  document  such  a  dramatic  amount  of  net  displacement,  a  more 
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likely  explanation  seems  to  be  that  the  10,000  unit  count  in  the  1970  Census 

reflected  an  ackno^ifl edged  undercount  of  lodging  house  units,  reflecting 

a  different  Censi:is  methodology  in  1970  as  compared  to  1960  (in  1970, 

lodging  houses  were  counted  as  units].   Moreover,     since  1970,  a  substantial 

amount  of  the  South  End's  new  construction  of  rental  units  has  occurred, 

and  should  be  added  onto  the  BRA's  1970  base.   A  more  accurate  total  count 

of  14,000+  units  was  arrived  at  in  the  1975  SEPAC  Special  Housing  Committee 

Report  ,  where  this  analysis  was  _        presented.   Accordingly,  the 

percentage  of  existing  South  End  units  receiving  rental  assistance  should 

be  adjusted  lower.: 

This  failure  to  identify  Plan  shortfalls  or  to  evaluate  alternatives 
to  achieve  the  original  Plan  Goals  is  reflected  in  the  EIS's  evaluation 
of  individual  iand  sites.   These  evaluations  include  no£  mention  of  the 
original  land  uses  at  each  site,  the  number  of  people  displaced,  etc. 
Reuse  alternatives  do  not  include  evaluation  of  1-to-l  replacement  housing, 
possible  relocation  caseloads  from  each  site,  and  so  on. 

Similarly,  the  EIS  fails  to  explain  what  happened  to  its  commitment  to 
the  developers  for  the  Headstart  and  Concord  Baptist  Housing  sites  for 
Rutland/Washington  and  Harrison  Ave.,  respectively;  these  developers 
had  achieved  BRA  designation,  but  the  nature  and  status  of  these  commitments 
is  obscured  in  the  EIS. 

The  BRA's  preferred  reuse  alternatives  for  major  parcels  would  result 
in  529  new  construction  housing  units,  of  which  a  maximum  would  be  protected 
for  low  and  moderate  income  people.   The  EIS  incorporates  the  25%  recommendation 
of  the  BRA's  Subsidized  Housing  Report  ,  therefore,  in  its  preferred  policy 
alternative  recommendations.   But  the  report    ^  ,       includes  simply 
no  explanation  whatsoever  as  to  how  this  policy  is  derived,  or  how  it 
pertains  to  the  Goals  and  Objectives  of  the  Plan. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  BRA  indicates  that  this  new  housing 
would  not  be  feasible  without  tax  and/or  mortgage  subsidies  (ex.,   p.  201). 
The  issue,  then,  is  not  "subsidized  housing",  but  subsidies  for  certain 
classes  of  people.   The  BRA's  discussion  of  "subsidized  housing",  especially 
in  its  Subsidized  Housing  Report,  suggests  that  it  is  poor  people,  not 
types  of  construction,  that  constitute  a  potential  negative  environmental 
impact.   The  implicit  racism  of  this  line  of  analysis  is     similar  to 
that  promoted  by  local  real  estate  interests,  a/k/a  the  "Balanced  Committee", 
and  has  been  repeatedly  rejected  for  this  reason  by  federal  courts  in 
lawsuits  that  have  treated  poor  people  as  a  pollutant. 

The  BRA  does  not  treat  its  other  subsidy  programs,  such  as  physical 
improvements,  or  evaluate  the  "subsidized"  housing  of  312  loan  recipients 

from  a  similar  policy  perspective.   Indeed,  its  discussion  of  the 
rehab  goals  of  the  Plan  (p.  47)  is  conducted  from  the  perspective  of 
historical  preservation  impacts,  rather  than  as  a  Goal  intended  to  create 
an  environment  for  people.   This  persistant  bias  in  evaluating  the  South 
End's  environment  and  pertinent  alternatives  from  the  standpoint  of  their 
impact  on  the  investment  climate  rather  than  on  the  people  for  whom  the 
Plan  was  originally  intended  may  lie  at  the  heart  of  failure  of  the  EIS 
to  adequately  assess  achievement  of  the  Plan's  housing  goals. 
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OTHER  ISSUES  1  -10- 


"  ^her.IS  should  include  clear  restrictions  on  re-use  of  all  BRA=-own- 
land  and  buildings  for  re-use  as  low  and  moderate  intlrlLlTir>a 
^'^'^/°^^^^^<'<=^^^Y-orxented   small  business,  especially  oS  5Jnt  S^v 
and  other  ma^or  remaining  parcels  - 

'  ^5;;  f^!  l^Ti^   consider  turning  over  its  properties  to  democratica"! 
constituted  Community  Land  Trusts  or  local  Community  DevJIopmSnt 
Corporations  ror  community  re-use  ueveiopmenu 

■  ^^%H=L^°^^  ""2^  consider  acquisition  of  additional  property,  such 
as  abandoned,  bumed-out  buildings,  for  "land-banking"  and  ricvclin. 

"  f f !  K^"^^^  ^°  assess  relationship  to  proposed  developments  in 
nearby  areas,  _  such  as  the  proposed  $350  million  CopLrPlacS 
project,  Huntington  Avenue  reconstruction.  Orange  Line   incl-^ina 

-  |?f  j;?(^^°^^i-5  -arket/rental  impacts,  etc.  related  li  tUs^orlj.^ 
m    J^^}2  t°  include  comprehensive  commercial  plan  pro3e< 

~  RPA'f^i   n°   ''^^^^^^  prevailing  community  sentiment,  as  reflected  ii 
BRA  s  own  Concensus,  Inc.  survey  -LSiiec-cea  ii 

"  ^P„?^^^^  5^°.l^y  °^t  and  adequately  justify  priorities  for  completi- 
tL^  It^^^^   improvements  (water,  sewer,  stJeSts,  sidewalks)  ST?h 
evaluation  of  impacts  for  lower  income  people  (i. e.  ,  prto-  4  S- 

CaSid^^?^  ^rr'"^  '    '^'^''^   improvements:  like  se;e;'hookS;r4- 
Cathedral  and  Lower  Roxburv)  w^-^w-^a  _w_ 

"  compie?ed^''''^^'''^''^°''  °^  ''^^^''^^  physical  improvements  have  been 

'  sou^ces^'fTitL^T  n"S°^"o^^^  °f  ^^^  ^^^^^^^  °^  ^^^^^^^  remaining  fundi 
In   rtlltlai   in  ^,4  ^-enewal  funds,  city  bond  issues,  Drgen?  Need^ 

m  relation  to  different  options  for  Urban  Renewal  Plan  completion 
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DISPLACEMENT  AND  SEGREGATION 

In  addition  to  not  seriously  evaluating  those  objectives  identified 
for  analysis  in  the  Draft  EIS,  the  BRA  does  not  even  identify  as  "impacts" 
perhaps  the  two  most  important  features  of  the  South  End  since  the  onset 
of  Renewal:   the  massive  displacement  of  South  Enders  of  modest  means  from 
their  homes,  and  the  increasing  racial  segregation  of  the  South  End's 
rowhouse  districts. 

The  EIS.  contains  no     .  .  evaluation  of  the  estimated  5200-6500  units 
demolished  since  the  start  of  Renewal.   Nor  does  it  contain  an  estimate  of 
the  success  or  failure  of  the  BRA  to  attain  the  stated  acquisition  goal 
of  180  acres. 

Nor  does  the  Draft  EIS  analyse  or  evaluate  what  happendd  to  the 
net  population  loss  of  12,580  documended  from  the  1960  to  the  1970  Census. 
According  to  the  Seifel  Master's  Thesis  cited  above,  as  many  as  30,000 
persons  who  '  '     ■  lived  in  the  South  End  in  1960  did  not  do  so  in  1978. 
This  figure  includes  a  very  high  number  of  persons  displaced  involuntarily 
due  to  demolition,  luxury  conversions,  or  unaffordable  housing  costs. 
The  elderly  were  particularly  hard  hit  by  these  trends.   At  least  8,000 
units  in  lodging  houses  have  been  lost  since  1960. 

The  EIS  also  does  not  evaluate  the  data  presented  in  the  comprehensive 
SEPAC  Housing  Coiranittee  Report,  which  estimated  that  at  least  3,000  low 
income  families  then  living  in  the  South  End  paid  and  excessive  rental 
burden  and/or  lived  in  substandard  housing,  and  thus  were  in  imminent 
danger  of  being  displaced  in  a  rapidly  rising  housing  market.  This 
figure  has  been  subsdquently  corroborated  bsr  saiting  lists  at  South  End 
Housing  developments. 

The  EIS  states  that  records  exist  for  only  2700  relocatees  out  of  an 
original  caseload  of  3500  scheduled  in  the  Plan  for  direct  displacement. 
The  EIS  presents  no  analysis  of  what  happendd  to  the  remaining  direct 
displacees,  and  an  inadequate  analysis  of  what  happened  to  those  who  were 
on  the  relocation  caseload  itself.   Needless  to  say,  there  is  no  analysis, 
ora  even  acknowledgement,  of  indirect  displacement  for  which  the  Urban 
Renewal  Plan  must  bear  some  responsibility,  let  alone  a  strategy  (with  options] 
for  mitigating  it. 

In  addition,  many  middle  income  families  can  no  longer  afford  to  live 
in  the  South  End,  as  townhouse  prices  approach  the  $120,000  range,  and  rents 
as  high  as  $650/month  for  a  2 -bedroom  apartment  are  not  uncommon  '.   The  EIS 
mentions  this  problem  in  passing,  proposes  a  va^e  goal  for  middle  income 
homeovvTiership  ,   but  leaves  specific  objectives  unclear  and  does  not  evaluate 
alternative  strategies. 

More  importantly,  the  EIS  does  not  acknowledge  or  propose  .  ways  to  mitigate 
the  increasing  racial  segregation  of  the  South  End's  rowhouse  districts  that 
has  occurred  since  the  start  of  Urban  Renewal,  although  this  segregation 
is  clearly  documented  by  1960-70  Census  data  (See  attached  charts)  .   In 
addition,  the  Consensus  Inc.  Survey  conducted  by  the  BRA  documents  further 
trends  toward  racial  segregation  and  isolation  since  1970,  especially  in 
rowhouse  districts.   These  trends  are  particularly  true  for  homeowners. 
The  EIS  includes  no  analysis  of  the  BRA's  administration  of  the  512  loan  program 
by  race  (or  income) ,  and  does  not  evaluate  how  rentally-assisted  housing  in 
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Change  Between  198C  and  1970  of  Ethnic  Group 
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vs.  the  BRA's  preferred  alternatives  of  new  market  rate 

construction  will  impact  on  surrounding  neighborhoods  such  as  the 
Tent  City  or  other  major  sites  in  relation  to  the  Plan  goal  of  furthering 
and  maintaining  the  South  End's  racially-integrated  character. 
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32  Hutland  St. 
Boston,  Mass,   02118 
(617)  262-t;3l8 


South  End  Project  Araa  Committes 


ENCLOSURES 

The  following  items  are  being  attached  to  the  SEPAC  comments  on  the 
Draft  EIS  for  the  close-out  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Project. 

exhibit  1  -  SEPAC  Housing  Report,  1975  -  written  by  a  special  committee 
at  the  request  of  the  Mayor  of  Boston  to  assess  the  housing  situation 
in  the  South  End.   Today,  four  years  later,  this  report  is  still  widely 
recognized  as  the  most  comprehensive  look  at  the  South  End's  housing 
situation.   Several  recommendations  were  made  in  the  report  which 
the  EIS  fails  to  acknowledge  which  should  be  incorporated  into  any 
final  Environmental  statement. 

exhibit  2  -  memorandum  dated  July  10,  1978  from  SEPAC  Administrator 
John  Morrison  to  BRA  Board  outlining  series  of  negotiations  between 
SEPAC  and  BRA  in  anticipation  of  contract  for  SEPAC  to  participate 
in  close-out  process.   Memo  was  pulled  from  meeting  because  BRA 
Director  was  dismissed  previous  day.   New  Director  never  negotiated  ■  .' 
or  contacted  SEPAC  about  contract. 


exhibit  3  -  June,  1978  SEPAC  Newsletter  with  lead  story  about  the  close- 
out  process.   Fourteen  thousand  (14,000)  issues  were  distributed  door-to- 
door  by  SEPAC. 

exhibit  4  -  letter  dated  April  30,  1979  from  SEPAC  Director  Barry  Brodsky 
to  BRA  Director  Robert  Ryan  protesting  manner  in  which  April  26  close- 
out  meeting  conducted  and  three-minute  limit  given  to  speakers. 

exhibit  5  -  letter  dated  May  15,  1979  from  Ryan  to  Brodsky  in  response 
to  April  30  letter.   Ryan  defends  three-minute  limit  and  process  as  fair. 

exhibit  5  -  April/May  1979  SEPAC  Newsletter  announcing  close-out  meeting 
as  described  in  exhibit  4. 

exhibit  7  -  "Real  Paper"  article,  January  27,  1979,  describing  BRA  role 
in  Urban  Renewal  Program 

exhibit  8  -  November,  1978  SEPAC  Newsletter  with  guidelines  of  Tent 
City  Task  Force  reprinted  on  P.  3. 
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UNITED  SOUTH  END  SETTLEMENTS 


Executive  Office 


566  Columbus  Avenue,  Boston,  Ma.  02  i  M 
Teiephone  517/536-8610 


Kenneth  L.  Brown 

Execunve  Oirecror 

Program  Centers 

Ne*//  Harriet  Tt-faman  House 

565  Columbus  Avenue 
53G-3S10 

Cathedral  Community  Security 
'rogram 

14  £.  Brooklina  Street  #439 

426-2660 

Children's  Art  Centre 
36  Rutland  Street 
536-9666 

^amily  Life  Program 

21  Monseignor  Reynolds  Way 
426-;047 

JIder  Adult  Sarvices 

Elderly  Hot  Lunch  Program 
Mobile  Social  Services 

566  Columbus  Avenue 
S36-S510 

Castle  Sq.  Eva  W.  White  Homes 
440-450  Tremont  Street 

Cathedral  Project 

517  Harrison  Avenue  •s:399 

Washington  Manor 
1701  Washington  Street 

lamp  Hale 

)2n;er  Sandwich,  iM.H. 


May  18,   1979 


Mr.  Albert  Horn 
Federal  Compliance  Manager 
Office  of  Federal  Relations 
Boston  City  Hall,  Room  957 
Boston,  Ma.  02201 

RE:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Financial  Settlement,  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Project 
(Mass.  R-55) 

Dear  Mr.  Hom: 

Pursuant  to,  and  in  compliance  with,  Section  102(2)(c)  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (P.L.  910190)  and  imple- 
menting regulations  of  the  US  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  (24  CFR  Part  58)  and  other  applicable  statutes, 
regulations,  and  provisions,  USES  is  pleased  to  transmit  the 
attached  comments  and  recommendauions  to  be  incorporated  in 
the  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Kenneth  L.   Brown 
Executive  Director 


Enc. 


c.c.  Massachusetts  Commission  Against  Discrimination 


Unfted  Way 
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■  COMMENTS  TO 

THE  CITY  OF  BOSTON  COMPLIANCE  MANAGER, 

OFFICE  OF  FEDERJ\L  RELATIONS 

SUBMITTED  IN  RESPONSE  TO 

THE  SOUTH  END  URBAN  RENEWAL  PROJECT  (MASS.  R-56) 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT   ' 

BY 

UNITED  SOUTH  END  SETTLEMENTS 

MAY  18,  1979 

OVERVIEW  ' 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  as  prepared  by  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA),  Abt  Associates,  Skidmore,  Ov/ings  S  Merrill,  and 
Real  Properties  Resources,  Inc.,  does  not  adequately  address  the  significant 
and  substantive  governmental  and  community  issues  that  are  an  integral  part  of 
and  organic  to  the  close  out  and  financial  settlement  of  the  South  End  Urban  Re-' 
newal  Project  (Mass.  R-56). 

The  Effect  Of  Proposed  Development  Projects 

The  Draft  EIS  fails  to  adequately  assess  the  relationship  and  impacts 
of  the  proposed  development  in  areas  close  to  the  South  End  such  as  Copley 
Place,  Crosstown  Industrial  Park,  Crosstown  Street,  South  End  Corridor  Pro- 
ject (the  relocation  of  the  Orange  Line  to  the  Penn  Central  Alignment),  ex- 
pansion of  Northeastern  University,  Symphony  Towers,  and  the  proposed  con- 
struction  of  320  units  of  luxury  (market  rate)  housing  on  Huntington  Avenue 
between  West  Newton  Street  and  the  Midtown  Motor  Inn.  It  is  clear  that  these 
proposed  and/or  completed  development  projects  will  have  (some  have  already 
begun  to)  a  significant  and  far-reaching  impact  on  the  South  End,  particularly 
in  the  housing  market;  and  will  affect  South  End  business  as  well.  In  additor 
to  affecting  the  physical  environmental  elements  such  as  wind,  sun  (shadow 
cast),  noise  and  air  quality,  parking  and  traffic,  they  will  substantially' 
affect  social  and  economic  factors  in  the  South  End.  These  factors  include 


housing  supply,  increase  in  real  estate  prices,  the  future  of  local  busi- 
nesses and  the  prospects  for  low  and  moderate-income  families  and  individuals 
to  remain  residents  of  the  community. 

The  Draft  EIS  fails  to  adequately  assess  the  social  and  economic  impact  of 
the  close  out  and  financial  settlement  as  proposed.  Issues  that  need  to  be  ad- 
dressed include  anticipated  direct  displacement,  anticipated  indirect  displacement, 
hard  data  on  the  luxury  (market)  housing  stock  as  a  percentage  of  the  total  South 
End  housing  stock,  the  affect  on  the  approximately  200  South  End  businesses,  com- 
munity character  and  current  direct  and  indirect  displacement. 

The  Draft  EIS  does  not  set  forth  the  relevant  HUD  Affirmative  Action  require- 
ments nor  does  it  address  the  manner  in  which  the  BRA  and  the  City  of  Boston  will 
ensure  that  all  required  Affirmative  Action  requirements  are  met. 

The  Draft  EIS  does  not  include  any  type  of  comprehensive  Business/Commercial 
Development  Plan  to  address  the  needs  of  approximately  200  small  businesses  located 
in  the  South  End  which  provide,  in  addition  to  goods  and  services,  approximately 
180  full-time  and  75  part-time  jobs,  of  which  approximately  60%  are  held  by  com- 
munity residents.  •  ' 

The  Draft  EIS  fails  to  reflect  the  prevailing  community  sentiment  on  at  least 
two  issues.  The  1978  Environmental  Review  Survey  of  the  South  End,  conducted  by 
Concensus,  Inc.,  under  contract  to  the  BRA,  found  that  a  substantial  proportion 
of  the  South  End  population  would  like  to  see  more  housing;  69%  wanted  more  senior 
citizen  housing  and  66%  wanted  more  low  and  moderate-income  housing.  "The  vast 
majority  of  South  End  residents  would  like  to  see  a  continuation  of  special  urban 
renewal  projects  in  their  neighborhood...."  Ninety  one  percent  (91%)  of  the 
South  End  resdients  support  the  rehabilitation  of  existing  housing. 

The  community  participation  process  carried  out  by  the  BRA  during  the  South 
End  Enviromental  Assessment  was  totally  inadequate  and  without  meaningful  involve- 
ment of  but  a  minority  of  South  End  residents.  The  democratically  elected  Urban 
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Renewal  Project  Area  Cominittee  -  SEPAC  -  did  not  have  the  requisite  resources 
nor  a  formal  role  and  relationship  with  the  BRA  in  the  Environmental  Assessment 
to  enable  it  to  effectively  ensure  that  a  citizen  review/community  participation 
process  was  open  and  responsive.  Despite  the  fact  that  69%  of  the  South  End  res- 
dents  are  renters,  the  community  participation  meetings  were  conducted  in  cooper- 
ation with  or  under  the  auspices  of  neighborhood  associations,  with  homeowners 
making  up  the  majority  of  their  memberships.  In  essence,  the  community  partici- 
pation process  was  designed  in  such  a  manner  as  to  accommodate  the  31%  of  the 
population  which  is  a  minority.  The  Draft  EIS  makes  no  mention  of  the  neighbor- 
hood meetings  being  held_  for  or  with  the  following  tenant  organizations:  Castle 
Square,  Concord  Housing,  Rutland  Housing,  Grant  Manor,  Camfield  Gardens,  Franklin 
Square  House,  Lenox-Camden,  Tenants  Development  Corporation,  New  Castle  Court, 
Saranac  Housing,  155  Northampton  Street,  and  704  Washington  Street.  In  a  neigh- 
borhood where  59?i  of  the  total  population  are  renters,  this  omission  can  hardly 
be  considered  a  minor  error. 

It  looks  as  if  the  BRA  purposefully,  with  willful  intent,  conducted  the  com- 
munity involvement  and  participation  process  of  the  Environmental  Assessment  in 

,:i  f-.v  ■ 

a  manner  to  ensure  that  the  needs,  interest,  and  concerns  of  white  homeowners  were 
addressed  and  that  those  of  low-income,  elderly,  and  Third  World  (Black,  Hispanic, 
and  Asian)  people  were  dealt  with  on  a  token  basis  to  satisfy  minimum  citizen/ 
cotmiunity  participation  and/or  affirmative  action  requirements. 
ADVERSE  AND/OR  NEGATIVE  IMPACTS 

The  Draft  EIS  does  not  adequately  or  accurately  outline  and  address  the  poten- 
tial adverse  and/or  negative  impacts  of  the  close  out  and  financial  settlement,  and 
the  implementation  of  preferred  alternatives.  For  example,  on  page  223  of  the  EIS 
it  states  that:  "The  displacement  of  a  maximum  of  39  households  and  18  businesses" 
are  unavoidable  adverse  environmental  effects.  However,  on  page  ii,  the  EIS  states 
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"The  principal  adverse  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  include  the  possible  dis- 
placement of  up  to  39  households  and  42  businesses". 

The  following  is  an  inventory  of  the  adverse  and/or  negative  impacts  that 
are  expected  to  occur  if  the  close  out,  financial  settlement,  and  the  implemen- 
tation of  preferred  alternatives  are  undertaken  as  set  forth  in  the  Draft  EIS. 
A.   The  Effect  of  Proposed  Development  Projects  such  as  Copley  Place, 

Southwest  Corridor,  The  Crosstown  Industrial  Park,  the  Crosstov/n  Street, 
Northeastern  University  expansion.  Symphony  Towers,  and  the  proposed  lux- 
ury (market  rate)  housing  on  Huntington  Avenue 

In  addition  to  affecting  physical  environmental  elements  such  as 
sunlight  (shadow  casting)  wind,  noise,  air  quality,  parking  and  traffic, 
these  development  activities  will  severly  affect  the  availability  of 
housing  for  existing  South  End  residents  (particularly  those  who  are 
elderly  and/or  members  of  the  Third  V/orld  populations  -  (Black,  Hispanic, 
and  Asian)  by  creating  market  pressures  that  will  force  up  the  costs 
and  prices  of  housing  in  both  the  rental  and  purchase  housing  markets. 
The  following  are  the  findings  of  Waltch  Associates,  Inc.,  a  con- 
sulting firm  retained  by  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority  and  the 
Copley  Place  Citizen's  Review  Committee  to  undertake  an  evaluation  of 
the  validity  of  the  conclusions  of  a  retail  impact  analysis  and  a  resi- 
ential  impact  analysis  conducted  by  Larry  Smith  &  Company,  Ltd.,  and 
Economic  Research  Associates,  the  consultants.  Waltch  Associates,  Inc., 
carried  out  spot  checks  of  comparable  developments  in  Chicago,  Toronto, 
and  Springfield. 
1 .   Residential  Impact* 

"VJhile  the  direct  and  indirect  impact  of  Copley  Place  on  the 
residential  market  may  seem  insignificant,  we  feel  that  Copley 
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Place  will  accelerate  those  activities  now  taking  place  in  the 
surrounding  areas  such  as  rehabilitation,  conversion  of  units 
from  low  rent  to  high  rent  apartments,  sales,  displacement,  and 
general  tightness  of  the  market. 

"Although  in  our  analysis  of  the  ERA  report  we  have  shown  worst 
case  conditions  increasing  greatly,  and  perhaps  arbitrarily,  their 
estimates  of  direct  and  indirect  demand,  and  have  added  an  estimate 
that  may  be  unrealistic  for  induced  demand,  we  feel  it  is  highly 
unlikely  that  all  of  this  demand  will  be  focussed  on  the  South  End 
or  Back  Bay  or  even  the  impact  area.  ■ 

"While  the  rent  calculation  done  by  the  consultants  indicated  a 
slight  increase  due  to  Copley  Place,  we  feel  that  principally   - 
because  of  induced  demand  and  low  supply,  the  pressures  on  the 
housing  market  in  the  Back  Bay,  the  South  End,  and  in  some  parts 
of  the  Fenway,  will  cause  large  increases  in  the  rate  of  rent  in- 
creases until  some  point  of  equilibrium  is  reached, 

"As  more  and  more  higher-income  people  displace  lower-income 
people,  with  more  spendable  income  for  housing,  we  would  anticipate 
that  rent  levels  will  rise  rapidly  to  take  advantage  of  this  demand. 

"If  the  character  of  the  South  End  and  other  mixed-income  areas 
nearby  is  to  remain  the  same,  city,  state,  and  federal  assistance 
will  be  required.  Provisions  must  be  made  for  the  displaced  house- 
holds who  wish  to  stay  in  their  neighborhood.  Special  attention 
should  be  paid  to  vacant  land  and  proposed  residential  development 
to  include  mixed-income  housing.  Rental  assistance  subsidies  may 
be  the  only  possible  way  to  allow  certain  residents  to  remain  in 
their  area." 

2.   Impact  on  South  End  Retail* 

"With  the  continued  influx  of  higher-income  people  to  the  South 
End,  a  new  shopping  area  in  the  vicinity  of  the  development  may 
be  formed  over  time  that  may  serve  the  new  population  and  the 
spill  over  from  the  mall,  thereby  increasing  rents  of  existing 
shopping  areas  and  displace  small  neighborhood  shops.  If  the 
develppment  of  the  Tent  City  area  includes  some  retail,  it  may 
also  effect  existing  retail  adversely  or  provide  a  place  for 
displaced  merchants  to  relocate." 

It  is  expected  that  the  other  aforementioned  development  projects 

will  have  a  similar  impact  on  the  South  End  housing  and  retail  sectors 

unless  specific  strategies  are  taken  to  ensure  that  the  negative  aspects 

of  market  forces  are  mitigated. 


*Waltch  Associates,  Inc.  -  An  Evaluation  of  the  Retail  Impact  and  Residential 
Impact  of  Copley  Place  on  the  Nearby  Areas  12/8/78 
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B.  Direct  and  Indirect  Displacement 

During,  the  past  six  months,  1%  of  the  total  elderly  population  in 
the  South  End  has  been  forced  to  leave  the  neighborhood.  This  represents 
minimum  actual  documented  persons  displaced,  the  records  of  v;hich  are  on 
file  with  USES.  The  displacement  of  families  has  been  more  difficult  to 
document;  however.  South  End  human  service  and  neighborhood  development 
organizations  estimate  it  to  be  in  excess  of  the  1%  displacement  rate 
documented  for  elderly. 

Urban  renewal  has  negatively  impacted  the  rental  market  for  low 
and  moderate-income  residents  by  forcing  housing  rental  and  purchase 
prices  out  of  the  financial  reach  of  low  and  moderate-income  residents'" 
and  elderly  (many  of  whom  are  Black,  Hispanic  and  Asian)  thereby  forcing 
them  to  be  displaced  out  of  the  South  End. 

C.  Economic  Base  Employment 

The  unemployment  rate  for  the  South  End  is  9.5%,  For  Black  resi- 
dents it  is  13.2%  and  for  Hispanic  residents  it  is  15.4%.  There  are 
approximately  200  small  businesses  in  the  South  End,  most  of  which  are 
marginal  with  little  chance  for  growth  without  external  financial  and 
management  assistance.  The  Draft  EIS  states  that  42  businesses  may  be 
displaced.  The  USES  planning  and  development  staff  have  estimated  that 
without  immediate  financial  and  management  assistance  to  meet  the  demands 
of  the  "new  market"  created  as  the  result  of  urban  renewal  as  many  as 
50%  -  100%  of  these  businesses  will  be  displaced  and  probably  forced 
to  close.  The  net  result  whould  be  a  minimum  loss  of  100  jobs. 

D .  Aesthetics,  Urban  Design,  and  Historic  Values 

It  is  expected  that  the  people  who  have  historically  been  residents 
of  the  South  End  (and  who  were  not  displaced  directly  by  the  BRA  during 
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the  high  point  of  relocation)  will  be  indirectly  displaced  as  the  result 
of  market  pressures  created  by  urban  renewal  and  the  accelerated  market 
pressure  that  will  be  created  if  the  Draft  EIS  is  approved  in  its  cur- 
rent form. 

The  displacement  shall  continue  and  fall  heaviest  on  low  and 
moderate- income  families  and  individuals,  the "elderly,  and  people  of 
color  (Slack,  Hispanic  and  Asian).  It  will  continue  to  displace  sig- 
nificant numbers  of  white  low  and  moderate-income  families  and  individ- 
uals. 

E.  25%  Maximum  on  Subsidized  Housing 

The  adoption  of  BRA  staff  policy  of  25%  maximum  subsidy  in  future 
housing  developments  will  radically  change  the  social-economic  (racial, 
ethnic,  class,  and  income)  character  of  the  South  End.  The  1978  Con- 
census Survey  found  the  following  population  composition:  Vlhite-50.6« 
and  Third  World-49.4%  (Black-31 .1%,  Hispanic-13.6%,  and  Asian  and 
other-4.5%).  In  1950,  the  South  End  had  43%  of  the  total  B-lack  popu- 
lation of  the  City  of  Boston.  The  South  End  population  will  become 
increasingly  middle  and  upper-class.  White,  and  segregated  as  the  pop- 
ulations described  in  F.  below  are  forced  out  of  this  community. 

F.  Closeout  and  Financial  Settlement 

The  closeout  and  financial  settlement  of  the  South  End  Urban  Re-  ' 
newal  Project,  without  adequate  safeguards,  sanctions,  and  specific 
conditioning,  will  cause  irreparable  harm  to  several  classes  of  families, 
individuals,  and  businesses;  these  include: 

1.  low  and  moderate  income  families  and  individuals,  particularly 
the  elderly  who  are  renters 

2.  low  and  moderate- income  homeowners 
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3.  small  businesses,  especially  those  o\vned  by  people  of  color 

4.  elderly  homeowners,  particularly  those  who  are  Black,  Hispanic, 
or  Asian 

5.  unattached  residents  released  from  institutionalized  residential 
settings 

5.  people  of  color,  in  general,  Black,  Hispanic,  and  Asian,  especially 
those  who  are  low  and  moderate-income 

7.  low  and  moderate-income  White  families  and  individuals. 
I.  HOUSING 

A.   Subsidized  Housing 

The  Draft  EIS  fails  to  provide  an  adequate  analysis  of  the  negative 
impact  of  either  the  proposed  close  out  alternatives,  or  of  the  policy 
which,  if  adopted,  will  limit  additional  subsidized  units  to  only  25%  of 
the  proposed  new  and  rehabilitated  housing  stock  in  the  South  End. 

To  adequately  assess  the  impact  of  close  out  on  the  South  End  com- 
munity, it  is  important  to  review  what  has  happened  in  the  South  End  to 
date  to  assess  the  logical  outcome  for  low  and  moderate-income  persons  in 
the  future. 
Who  have  been  the  recipients  of  subsidies  thus  far? 

The  BRA  would  have  one  believe  that  only  low-income  residents  have  been 
the  beneficiaries  of  housing  assistance  programs.  In  fact,  $9,000,000.  of 
subsidies  in  the  form  o^"  312  loans  have  been  distributed  to  private  in- 
vestors including  speculators  as  well  as  ov;ner-occupants.  The  average 
median  income  of  persons  receiving  these  loans  is  approximately  $18,000. 
per  year.  It  might  be  noted  that  these  loans  were  original ly  designed  for 


low  and  moderate-income  persons  to  assist  them  to  become  homeowners. 

In  fact,  what  has  resulted  is  the  displacement  of  persons  because  of 
the  escalation  of  rents  that  long-time  residents  were  not  and  continue 
not  to  be  able  to  afford,  and  the  conversion  of  rental  property  to  single- 
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family  use.  We  suspect  that  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Plan,  as  executed, 
has  significantly  contributed  to  the  encouragement  of  speculation  and  private 
individual  and  corporate  ownership,  and  has  inflated  the  housing  market  which 
has  resulted  in  the  direct  and  indirect  displacement  of  large  numbers  of 
families,  individuals  and  elderly. 

The  EIS  does  not  address  itself  to  the  numbers  of  families,  single  in- 
dividuals and  elderly  residents  who  have  been  displaced  as  a  result  of  pub- 
licly supported  private  action.  It  would  seem  that  this  factor  needs  some 
study  if  anticipated  negative  impact  is  to  be  adequately  addressed. 

An  assumption  can  be  made  that  a  major  portion  of  the  remaining  housing, 
stock  will  be  turned  over  by  the  BRA  to  the  private  for-profit  sector  to  be 
developed  probably  with  some  type  of  public  subsidy  (such  as  land  write  down. 
Section  312,  or  121A).  Private  investment  tends  to  inflate  market  prices. 
It  can  be  anticipated  that  rents  in  the  South  End  will  continue  to  escalate 
thereby  causing  further  displacement. 

According  to  statistics  quoted  in  the  Draft  EIS,  the  median  "ificome  in 
the  South  End  is  $7,000.  per  year.  If  30"  of  the  median  income  were  allocated 
for  rent,  individuals  at  the  median  would  probably  not  be  able  to  afford  more 
than  $175.  per  month  for  housing.  A  recent  rent  increase  granted  to  one  of 
the  221(d)(3)  developments  raised  basic  rents  to  a  range  from  $230.  per 
month  for  a  one-bedroom  apartment  to  $400.  per  month  for  a  four-bedroom  unit. 
Market  rents  in  this  same  development  are  obviously  out  of  the  reach  of  persons 
whose  income  is  $7,000.  per  year.  If  it  were  not  for  the  fact  that  political 
pressure  resulted  in  obtaining  Section  8  subsidies  for  40  of  the  44  units  in 
in  this  development,  20  of  the  families  would  have  been  forced  to  move. 
Who  will  be  those  most  adversely  affected? 

A  close  look  at  the  persons  whose  income  falls  within  the  median  suggests 
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that  the  majority  of  those  to  be  affected  will  be  Black,  Hispanic  and  Asian 
persons  who  tend  to  be  at  the  lower  end  of  the  economic  scale.  In  addition 
to  the  displacement  as  a  result  of  private  development,  there  will  be  a  dis- 
ruption of  the  social,  economic,  and  racial  mix  of  the  neighborhood. 

In  summary,  it  is  evident  that  the  BRA  has  made  n'o-  attempt  in  the 
Draft  EIS  to  analyze,  in  total,  the  negative/adverse  effect  that  proposed 
close  out  will  have  on  that  69%  of  the  South  End  population  who  are  housing 
renters.  It  does  not  address  itself  to  the  extent  of  displacement  that  will 
result  from  private  and  primarily  for-profit  action.  It  does  not  adequately 
assess  the  need  for  low  and  moderate-income  units.  .  - 

A  comprehensive  analysis  of  all  of  the  issues  would  point  out  the  need 
for  public  involvement  in  the  form  of  housing  subsidy  to  provide  affordable 
housing  and  to  maintain  an  economic  and  racial  mix  in  this  neighborhood. 

On  page  10  of  the  Draft  EIS,  the  BRA  claims  that  it  has  done  much  to- 
ward realizing  the  renewal  goal  of  maintaining  a  mixed  population  in  the 
South  End.  As  support  for  this  claim,  the  BRA  cites  recent  statistics  of  a 
Third  World  population  of  49.4%  and  a  low  median  income  in  the  South  End 
despite  twelve  years  of  urban  renewal.  The  median  income  cited  is  $7,000., 
derived  from  the  1977  Hart  Survey  of  approximately  150  South  End  residents. 
No  mention  is  made  of  data  derived  from  the  far  more  comprehensive  Consensus 
Survey  which  was  conducted  specifically  as  part  of  the  urban  renewal  close 
out  process;  this  survey  was  also  completed  with  data  available  in  raw  form 
at  the  time  the  Draft  EIS  was  written.  Data  from  the  Consensus  Survey  indi- 
cates that  the  South  End  median  income  is  now  approximately  $9,000.;  although 
median  incomes  vary  widely  when  broken  down  by  census  tracts.  Median  income 
in  the  South  End  range  from  $5,500.  in  census  tracts  711  and  712  to  over 
$15,000.  in  tracts  703  and  706,  which  coincidentally  also  happen  to  be  the 
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tracts  v/ith  the  smallest  Third  World  populations.  These  figures,  as  well 
as  many  other  indices,  point  to  the  fact  that  the  beneficiaries  of  urban. 
renewal  expenditures  have  been  a  select  group  and  concentrated  in  certain 
areas  of  the  neighborhood,  while  other  areas  and  populations  have  been 
largely  neglected.  Data  from  the  Consensus  Survey,  conducted  expressly 
to  determine  the  impacts  of  urban  renewal  and  to  direct  the  close  out  pro- 
cess and  issues  reaised  by  the  results  of  this  survey  have  not  been  suf- 
ficiently addressed  in  the  Draft  EIS. 
Future  Housing  Development 

The  recommendations  made  in  the  BRA  staff  policy  study.  Subsidized 
Housing  in  the  South  End,  will  also  have  serious  implications  for  the  close 
out  of  the  urban  renewal  project  and  for  low  and  moderate-income  families,  and 
individuals.  The  BRA  has  recently  been  working  with  the  Tent  City  Task 
Force  on  feasibility  studies  and  development  guidelines  for  the  Tent  City 
Site.  The  BRA  has  also  met  with  staff  of  Tenants  Development  Corporation 
(TDC)  and  USES  regarding  the  disposition  of  several  BRA-owned  properties. 
Among  the  recomnendations  made  in  the  BRA's  study  are  a  preference  for  direct 
housing  allowances  (to  the  housing  consumer  rather  than  to  the  housing  pro- 
ducers), a  maximum  of  25^  of  subsidized  units  in  any  future  housing  develop- 
ments, and  "innovative  programs  for  moderate  income  homeownership".  Given 
the  programs  currently  available  for  development  of  housing  and  their  in- 
herent constraints,  the  actual  effect  of  the  BRA's  25/i  cap  will  be  that  any 
future  housing  for  low  and  moderate-income  families  and  individuals  in  the 
South  End  is  not  likely  to  be  built. 

As  a  case  in  point,  the  results  of  the  BRA  meetings  with  the  Tent  City 
Task  Force  to  date  have  indicated  that  given  the  high  cost  of  new  construc- 
tion and  high  mortgage  rates,  even  with  extensive  land  write-downs  and 
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possible  UDAG  site  preparations,  a  potential  homeowner  on  the  Tent  City 
Site  win  have  to  have  an  income  of  approximately  $13,000.  Any  reductions 
of  this  cost  will  depend  heavily  upon  some  additional  type  of  public  sub- 
sidy. The  issue  is  thus  not  just  one  of  subsidized  housing  (i.e..  Section 
8)  but  rather  subsidized  housing  for  whom  and  what  sort  of  subsidy.  Any 
future  rehab  or  construction  of  new  housing  in  the  South  End,  for  persons 
other  than  those  able  to  afford  the  maximum  market  rates  these  projects 
will  entail* will  have  to  include  substantial  public  subsidy.  Given  these 
essential  constraints,  strategies" to  implement  the  BRA's  stated  goal  of 
encouraging  moderate-income  homeownership  are  not  adequately  dealt  with  in 
the  Draft  EIS. 

Recent  experience  of  the  USES  planning  and  development  staff  with  the 
BRA  staff's  25%  subsidized  housing  policy  highlights  problems  organizations 
such  as  the  Tent  City  Task  Force  and  TDC  will  encounter  in  attempting  to 
provide  any  further  subsidized  housing,  USES  proposed  to  rehabilitate  two 
BRA-owned  buildings  on  Columbus  Avenue  into  elderly  and  handicapped  housing 
through  a  HUD  Section  202  loan.  This  project  consisted  of  22  units,  all 
of  which  would  have  Section  8  funds  reserved  if  the  project  were  approved. 
The  BRA  indicated  that  they  would  not  support  this  project  and/or  designate 
USES  as  tentative  developer  of  these  properties,  which  effectively  eliminated 
the  USES  proposal  from  consideration  for  financing.  Although  BRA  staff  had 
originally  indicated  that  it  might  be  possible  to  consider  the  22  units  as 
25%  of  the  corner  block  which  USES  was  proposing  to  rehabilitate,  they 
eventually  assessed  the  project  in  terms  of  the  total  number  of  housing  units 
only.  Although  this  project  has  substantial  neighborhood  support,  the  BRA 
has  taken  a  non-negotiable  and  hard-line  position  on  this  housing  policy. 

TDC  has  recently  submitted  a  list  of  BRA  and  city-owned  properties 
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they  are  interested  in  rehabilitating,  aiming  for  a  total  of  at  least  100 
dwelling  units.  Given  that  all  of  the  units  currently  managed  by  TDC  are 
subsidized  and  that  many  of  the  BRA-ov/ned  properties  are  scattered  sites, 
even  if  the  100  dwelling  units  are  obtained,  only  25  of  them  will  be  "al- 
lowed" to  be  subsidized  if  the  unofficial  BRA  policy  is  adopted.  The  same 
formula  may  also  be  applied  to  the  Tent  City  Site  and  it's  possible  the  BRA 
may,  again,  isolate  housing  developments  according  to  their  financing  sources 
and  not  allow  even  25%  of  a  staged  development  for  the  site  to  be  completely 
subsidized.  Again,  given  the  funding  sources  available  and  the  orientations 
of  various  organizations  within  the  South  End  committed  to  developing  low 
and  moderate-income  housing,  it  is  highly  probable  that  the  BRA  staff's 
self-imposed  policy  will  effectively  eliminate  any  future  subsidized  housing 
from  being  built  or  rehabilitated. 
C.   Infill  Housing  Sites 

The  failure  of  the  Draft  EIS  to  describe  the  existing  infill  units  as 
a  negative  environmental  impact  and  to  treat  them  as  units  to  be- dealt  with 
comprehensively  connotes  a  basic  inadequacy  in  the  document's  assessment  of 
adverse  environmental  effects.  The  allocation  of  public  funds  for  the  demo- 
lition of  these  structures  is  a  prerequisite  to  the  proposed  close  out  and 
financial  settlement  for  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Project. 

The  Draft  EIS  asserts  on  page  47  that  two  of  the  objectives  of  planning 
and  design  for  the  South  End  are  to:  1)  "remove  concentrations  of  deteriorated 
and  deteriorating  buildings  which  depress  the  physical  condition  and  character 
of  the  area"  ;  and,  2)  "obtain  superior  architectural  and  aesthetic  quality 
in  the  new  public  and  private  buildings  and  open  spaces".  USES,  on  behalf 
of  its  constituency  in  the  South  End,  takes  umbrage  with  the  fact  that  the 
ERA  has  not  met  either  of- these  dbjectives.  This  issue  takes  on  even  greater 
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importanca  when  it  is  Studied  in  a  larger  context:  the  intent  of  the  Urban 
Renewal  Project  is  to  remove  blight,  not  to  stimulate  blight. 

The  current  Infill  Housing  sites  in  the  South  End  are  located  at  the 
following  addresses:   114-124  Worcester  Street  (RE-2B) 

75-85  Northampton  Street 

450  Shawmut  Avenue  ■ 

74-76  Rutland  Street  (RR-15) 

496-502  Shawmut  Avenue  (R3-7) 

83-87  West- Springfield  Street 

20  Worcester  Street 

517  Shawmut  Avenue 
..  982  Tremont  Street 
The  Infill  Housing  sites  throughout  the  community  should  be  treated  compre- 
hensively; that  is,  the  sites  should  not  be  separated  into  the  categories 
of  major  parcels  and  minor  parcels.  As  the  Draft  EIS  currently  reads,  only 
tv/o  of  the  nine  Infill  Housing  sites  are  studied  in  depth  (RE-23  and  R3-7). 
There  are  no  specific  plans  or  alternatives  which  address  the  remaining 
seven  sites.  This  is  an  issue  of  much  concern  among  community  residents  be- 
cause the  Infill  Housing  has  existed  since  1970  and  has  remained  as  an  eye- 
sore to  neighboring  residents  for  nine  yearsi  Walking  down  residential 
streets  in  the  South  End  provides  the  pedestrian  with  a  surprise:  attractive 
(oftentimes,  rehabilitated)  Victorian-style  townhouses  abutting  residential 
structures  which  are  boarded  up  and  which  are  incomplete  construction.  The 
existence  of  these  "structures"  not  only  deters  from  the  residential  real 
estate  market  and  the  aesthetic  appeal  of  the  neighborhood;  but  it  is  not 
consistent  with  the  major  architectural  design  of  the  other  residential  buil- 
dings. 
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In  considering  the  types  of  reuse  alternatives  for  Infill  Housing, 
several  basic  questions  must  be  answered:  How  will  the  demolition  be 
financed?  VJhen  will  the  demolition  occur?  (Will  the  community  residents 
have  to  endure  this  blight  another  nine  years?)  What  will  replace  the 
structures?  USES  advocates  housing  as  the  preferred  reuse  for  the  Infill 
Housing  sites  whenever  feasible  and  when  supported  favorably  by  the  neigh- 
borhood. 
PUBLIC  IMPROVEMENTS 

The  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Project  involves  extensive  activity  in  the  area 
of  public  improvements.  The  four  major  types  of  public  improvements  conducted  in 
the  community  include:  a  water  mainline  system,  sewer  and  storm  drain  system, 
street  reconstruction,  and  street  lighting. 

USES  represents  the  sentiment  of  its  constituents  in  expressing  concern 
about  and  support  for  completion  of  physical  improvements.  Thus,  in  order  to  ad- 
equately and  comprehensively  repair  these  public  systems,  it  is  imperative  to 
complete  Hi  of  the  original  plans  set  forth  for  the  South  End.  It  wiTl  violate 
Affirmative  Action  requirements  and  waste  taxpayers  funds  if  public  improvements 
are  not  completed  throughout  the  community  as  a  whole. 

The  maps  in  the  Draft  EIS  (III-l,  III-2,  and  III-3)  graphically  illustrate 
those  areas  in  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Project  which  may  be  deferred  or  de- 
leted from  each  (or  all)  of  the  public  improvements  originally  stated  by  the  BRA. 
At  first  glance,  it  is  glaringly  apparent  that  the  streets  which  are  not  assured 
of  public  improvements  disproportionately  are  located  in  the  Lower  Roxbury  section 
of  the  South  End.  In  general,  those  potentially  deleted  sites  occur  at  the 
northern  and  southern  peripheries  of  the  South  End  borders.  Since  these  geo- 
graphic areas  are  inhabited  by  ethnic  minorities  and  people  of  color,  it  can 
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easi'Ty  be  argued  that  the  BRA  public  improvements  activities  and/or  schedule 
discriminates  against  these  residents.  An  indirect  effect  of  these  selective 
locations  is  that  the  current  geographic  patterns  of  "gentrification"  which 
have  already  begun  in  the  South  End  vn'll  be  reinforced;  that  is,  those  resi^- 
dential  streets  which  have  witnessed  extensive  gentrification  will  continue  to 
experience  rising  property  values,  similarly,  those  streets  where  public  improve- 
ments have  been  non-existent  (yet  necessary)  or  minimal  will  not  benefit  from  - 
the  BRA  expenditures  throughout  the  community.  Again,  USES  takes  umbrage  with 
the  statement  on  page  209  of  the  Draft  EIS  v/hich  says:  "Because  of  the  severe 
curtailment  of  urban  renewal  funds,  not  all  of  the  improvements  to  these  systems 
will  be  carried  out  by  the  BRA  as  originally  expected".  The  BRA  is  legally,  fin- 
ancially, and  morally  obligated  tc  fulfill  these  commitments  to  the  community. 

The  Draft  EIS  categorizes  the  status  of  incomplete  public  improvements  as: 
"funds  to  be  sought"  and  "to  be  deferred  or  deleted".   By  definition  of  these 
groupings, community  residents  have  no  assurance  that  the  specific  public  improve- 
ments listed  (pages  215-218  of  the  Draft  EIS)  will  ever  be  realized  or  funding 
sought.  This  language  is  interpreted  as  a  disguise  for  the  possibility  that  the 
BRA  may  decide  not  to  undertake  any  of  the  public  improvement  programs  which  have 
not  already  begun  in  the  South  End.  In  contrast  to  the  statement  on  page  224 
that  the  public  improvements  should  be  "prioritized";  it  is  clear  that  a  major 
priority  in  the  South  End  is  completion  of  the  entire  public  improvements  sched- 
ule a's  it  was  originally  designed. 

This  comprehensive  approach  affects  each  of  the  four  types  oi"  public  improve- 
ments. Adequate  street  lighting  will  not  serve  as  a  deterrent  to  crime,  partic- 
ularly if  it  is  not  existent  throughout  the  community.  Broken  street  pavement 
and  sidewalks  constitute  a  physical  hazard  for  motorists  and  pedestrians  traveling 
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in  and  through  the  community.  Transfer  of  the  remaining  water  and  sewer  line 
reconstruction  responsibilities  from  the  BRA  to  the  Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Com- 
mission provides  no  assurances  to  the  community  residents  that  the  Commission 
has  ranked  these  activities  high  on  its  list  of  priority  projects  or  that  it 
has  the  financial  capability  to  complete  them.  No  evidence  has  been  provided 
to  demonstrate  that  formal  negotiations  have  occurred  between  the  BRA  and  the 
Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Commission  to  ensure  the  completion  of  this  reconstruc- 
tion. 

Page  40  of  the  Draft  EIS  states:  ^The  expansion  of  all  types  of  public  im- 
provements has  required. considerable  reconstruction  to  repair  damage  from  service 
trenches  necessary  for  new  lighting,  sewer,  and  water  lines."  Financing  must  be 
secured  to  ensure  that  all  the  activities  will  be  completed  in  a  timely  basis. 
The  survey  conducted  by  Consensus,  Inc.,  in  1978,  further  stresses  community  sup- 
port for  new  street  pavements  and  sidev/alks,  additional  street  lighting  (71%), 
and  water  and  sewer  improvements  (74%).  (See  page  84,  Draft  EIS.)  These  senti- 
ments expressed  by  a  majority  of  residents  should  not  be  ignored  in  May,  1979. 

On  Page  213  of  the  Draft  EIS  it  states:  "Each  block  and  each  development  is 
relatively  autonomous."  If  South  End/Lower  Roxbury  residents  adopt  this  attitude, 
the  struggles  between  people  of  different  ethnic,  racial  and  class  backgrounds  will 
continue  in  the  South  End.  We  feel  that  the  South  End  community  and  its  public  im- 
provements should  be  treated  as  a  whole;  not  as  a  series  of  individual  streets 
or  mini-neighborhoods. 
CIVIL  RIGHTS  AND  AFFIRMATIVE  ACTION 

The  Draft  EIS  fails  to  analyze  the  impact  of  close  out  on  the  racial  character 
and  stability  of  the  South  End  community.  It  also  fails  to  reflect  the  opinions 
and  sentiments  of  that  large  segment  (49.4%)  of  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Area 
Dopulation  which  is  Third  World  (minority).  As  a  result,  its  recommendations  and 
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conclusions,  in  large  part,  are  biased  toward  actions  which  wi'lT  either  have  an 
adverse  impact  on  the  majority  of  residents  (tenants  and  people  of  color)  or  do 
not  take  into  account  or  provide  any  mechanisms  for  guaranteeing  that  current 
Third  World  residents  will  realize  any  benefit  from  the  proposed  financial  settle- 
ment. Many  of  the  conclusions  of  the  statement  are  in  direct  contradiction  to  the 
best  interests  of  Third  World  (minority)  citizens  of  the  area. 

For  example,  several  reuse  alternative',  sites  which  are  currently  being 
utilized  as  gardens  and  which  provide  food  for  many  of  the  poorer  South  End  resi- 
dents who,  not  coincidentally,  are  Thif^d  World  people,  are  proposed  for  other  uses 
with  no  provision  for  re,tention  of  any  of  the  garden  plots.  This  is  a  minor  but 
prime  illustration  of  the  inadequacy  of  the  Draft  EIS  with  respect  to  issues  af- 
fecting Third  World  (minority)  South  End  residents.  What  follows,  thus,  is  a 
brief  critique  of  the  Draft  EIS's  omissions  in  this  regard: 

1)   The  "Assessment  Process",  itself,  failed  to  obtain  comprehensive  participation 
by  Third  World  (minority)  South  End  residents.  It  has  been  ascertained  that 
the  Consensus  did  not  employ  any  Chinese-speaking  interviewers;  as  a  conse- 
quence, no  opinions  were  solicited  from  the  large  Chinese-speaking  population 
in  the  South  End.  Furthermore,  the  "Subsidized  Housing  Report"  did  not  an- 
alyze the  need  for  low-cost  housing  among  current  South  End  residents;  nor 
seek  to  determine  what  percent  of  the  housing  stock  in  the  South  End  is 
luxury  housing;  nor  disclose  the  subsidies  whch  have  been  made  available  to 
middle  and  upper-income  residents  in  the  form  of  public  improvements,  trees, 
and  312  loans.  This  report  did  not  bring  to  light  the  fact  that  beneficiaries 
of  these  latter  programs  appear  to  be  overwhelmingly  White.  Lastly,  at  the 
public  hearing  held  on  April  26,  1979,  it  was  disclosed  that  notices  of  the 
meeting  were  not  publicized  by  the  BRA  in  any  non-English  form  (Spanish, 
Chinese),  thus  automatically  excluding  a  large  segment  of  the  South  End 
Third  World  (minority)  population.  Significantly  and  consequently,  Chinese 
and  Hispanic  participation  at  the  hearing  was  scant  to  non-existent.  Indeed,  , 
only  an  MIT-educated  Puerto-Rican  spoke  at  the  hearing  on  behalf  of  the  His- 
fJanic  community. 

2)   The  decision  to  limit  the  amount  of  future  subsidized  housing  in  the  South 
End  has  a  disproportionate  impact  on  Third  Viorld  residents.  As  the  Draft 
EIS  notes,  the  median  family  income  for  Third  World  South  Enders  in  1970 
(in  aggregate)  was  slightly  over  half  that  for  White  South  Enders  ($5,335. 
vs.  $9,133.).  It  also  indicates  that  in  the  income  categories  $10, -$15, 000. 
and  $15, -$25, 000.  the  greatest  percentage  increases  of  number  of  residents 
in  the  South  End  occured,  47%  and  79%,  respectively.  It  is  apparent  that 
these  families  were  overwhelmingly  White.  Obviously,  the  primary  victims 
of  a  policy  to  limit  the  availability  of  affordable  housing  are  people  of 
color. 
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The  failure  to  complete  the  plan  will  put  poor.  Third  World  residents  at 
the  mercy  of  private  developers  and  individuals  and  escalate  the  already 
startling  amount  of  indirect  displacement.  In  addition  to  many  poor,  Third 
World  families,  the  South  End  is  inhabited  by  many  BlacSc,  Hispanic,  and 
Chinese  elderly  homeowners,  and  single  individuals  living  ^'in  licensed  and 
unlicensed  lodging  houses.  In  fact,  a  recent  informal  survey  of  licensed 
lodging  houses  done  by  USES  reveals  a  25%  decrease  in  their  number  over  a 
one  to  two-year  period.  In  every  instance,  the  conversion  appears  to  have 
resulted  from  private  action.  At  the  same  time,  the  lodging  houses  surveyed 
contained  a  per-house  average  of  2  1/2  elderly  residents.  Lastly,  13%+ 
{S%   of  the  buildings  were  vacant  and  their  former  occupancy  could  not  be 
determined)  of  the  elderly  residents  identified  had  been  displaced  within 
this  period.  Therefore,  the  proposal  to  close  out  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  - 
will  leave  the  least  affluent  residents  (who,  as  previously  discussed  are 
disproportionately  people  of  color)  the  most  vulnerable.  In  no  case  is  there 
any  expectation  or  representation* that  private  individuals  will  be  commited 
to  assisting  the  poor  to  remain  in  their  present  housing,  or  for  that  matter, 
in  the  neighborhood.  The  BRA,  for  its  part,  refuses  to  provide  alternative 
shelter  for  the  Third  World  poor  by  proposing  to  limit,  or  eliminate  low  and 
moderate-income  shelter  options  in  the  community.  '  ' 

The  close  out  will  result  in  the  ultimate  total  segregation  of  the  South  End 
coimiunity.  Already,  because  of  the  failure  of  the  BRA  to  develop  innovative 
and  realistic  housing  programs  and  to  properly  and  equitably  administer  pro- 
grams which  are  available  (such  as  the  312  program),  the  South  End  has  be- 
come a  community  of  segregated  enclaves.  Many  streets  in  the  northern  por- 
tion of  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Area  are  inhabited  almost  exclusively 
by  affluent,  White  homeowners.  Conversely,  because  of  conscious  public 
policy,  Lower  Roxbury,  in  the  southern-most  section  of  the  area,  is  almost 
exclusively  Black.  Census  tracts  703,  705  and  705,  which  are  more  than  10% 
owner  occupied  are  85%,  63%,  and  71%  White,  respectively  (see  attachements 
A  and  B).  Census  tract  709,  which  is  less  than  5%  owner  occupied  is  80% 
Third  World,  while  tracts  708  and  805,  between  5%  and  10%  owner  occupied, 
are  86%  and  96%  Third  World,  respectively.  While  continued  BRA  involvement 
is  the  best  of  a  series  of  bad  alternatives,  the  withdrawal  of  the  BRA  at 
this  time  and  its  failure  to  promote  future  low  and  moderate-income  housing 
(on  sites  such  as  Tent  City,  in  tract  705)  will  almost  certainly  result  in 
the  further  segregation  of  this  community  and  in  violations  of  the  four 
housing  laws. 

The  Environmental  Assessment  deals  superficially  with  the  provision  of  eco- 
nomic development  and  job  opportunities  for  people  of  color  and  South  End 
'residents.  While  on  one  hand  it  can  be  demonstrated  that  poor  and  middle- 
income  Third  World  residents  are  suffering, and  will  suffer  at  an  escalating 
rate,  a  disproportionate  share  of  the  burden  of  displacement  from  the  rising 
cost  of  housing,  they  have  an  inadequate  opportunity  to  particiate  in  the  close 
out  process  and  are  becoming  segregated  within  the  South  End,  No  provisions 
have  been  made  for  their  participation  in  the  economic  benefits  of  urban  re-  • 
newal .  Neither  in  the  Draft  EIS  or  elsewhere  are  there  any  guarantees  for 
a  minority  business  set-aside  program,  or  for  a  certain  percentage  of  the 
construction  jobs  to  be  guaranteed  to  go  to  minority  or  South  End  residents. 
Moreover,  no  program  has  been  developed  to  provide  for  a  share  of  the  long- 
term  jobs  in  retail  and  commercial  establishments  to  be  assured  to  South  End 
residents  and  people  of  color.  Lastly,  no  data  or  anlysis  has  been  provided 
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in  the  Draft  EIS  en  what  percentage  of  the  businesses  and  households  to  be 
displaced  are  minority.  Also  no  racial  breakdown  has  been  provided  of  the 
employees  of  these  establishments  who  will  be  discommoded.  As  the  racial 
bias  of  the  community  participation  process  has  been  exposed,  one  can  have 
no  faith  that  those  most  egregiously  effected  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
make  input  into  a  mechanism  to  provide  for  the  above-mentioned  programs. 
Failure  to  elucidate  an  affirmative  action  plan  for  businesses,  employees, 
and  construction  workers  at  this  time  suggests  that  no  such  plan  is  contem-  • 
plated.  In  any  event,  such  a  program  is  a  prerequisite  to  the  mitigation   . 
of  the  negative  impacts  of  displacement  of  businesses  and  households  (#1) 
and  new  commercial  development  which  may  drive  some  small  establishments 
out  of  business  (#3).  The  adverse  impacts  are  acknowledged  in  the  Envir- 
onmental Assessment,  the  solutions  (mitigation  measures)  are  not. 

In  sum,  the  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  deals  inadequately  with  the  civil 

rights  implications  of  the  close  out  a^  proposed.  It  skirts  or  ignores  fundamental 

issues  surrounding  the  proposed  financial  settlement,  and  as  such,  does  not  conform 

to  either  the  spirit  or  the  letter  of  24  CFR  Part  58. 
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RECOiMMENDATIQNS 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  does  not  meet  the  minimal  federal 
requirements  for  a  complete  and  substantial  environmental  review'.  The  environ- 
mental assessment  process  was  deficient  in  meeting  citizen/community  participation 
standards.  Affirmative  Action  requirements  have  not  been  met.  Thorough  and  de- 
tailed assessments  of:  relationships  of  proposed  development,  i.e.,  Copley  Place, 
displacement,  business  and  commercial  development,  and  public  improvements  have 
not  been  included  in  the  EIS. 

For  these  reasons,  it  is  recommenaed  that  the  City  of  Boston  and/or  the  BRA 
undertake  a  new  Environmental  Assessment  Process  within  which  the  following  are 
to  be  completed: 

1.  a  detailed  study  of  the  total  South  End/Lower  Roxbury  housing  market  in- 
cluding the  specific  numbers  of  middle  income  and  market  rate  housing 
units  and  the  percentage  of  the  total  South  End  housing  stock  that  each 
type  of  housing  represents,  its  geographic  locations  and  bedroom  size. 

2.  A  detailed  study  and  analysis  of  the  proposed  developments  in  areas  close 
to  the  South  End,  and  the  potential  negative  and  adverse  impacts  of  those 
proposed  developments.  This  study  should  include,  but  not  be  limited  to, 
Copley  Place,  the  Crosstown  Industrial  Park,  Crosstown  Street,  Southwest 
Corridor  (relocation  of  the  Orange  Line),  expansion  of  Northeastern  University. 
Symphony  Towers,  and  the  proposed  construction  of  luxury  (market)  housing 

on  Huntington  Avenue  between  West  Newton  Street  and  the  Midtov/n  Motor  Inn. 

3.  A  detailed  assessment  of  the  effects  the  physical  environment  elements  such 
as  wind,  sun  (shadow  cast),  noise,  air  quality,  parking,  and  traffic. 

4.  A  detailed  assessment  of  the  effect  of  not  completing  the  originally  proposed 
public  improvements. 

5.  A  detailed  assessment  and  analysis  of  the  effect  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Project 
being  closed  out  prior  to  completion. 

308 


-22- 

6.  A  detailed  study  of  the  impact  of  both  direct  and  indirect  displaement  on 
families,  individuals,  and  businesses,  particularly  on  people  of  color  (Black, 
Hispanic,  and  Asian)' and  elderly,  including  the  number  of  persons  displaced 
or  to  be  displaced,  the  age,  income,  race,  family  size  and  the  specific 
geographic/residential  location  of  those  persons  and  a  detailed  assessment  / 
and  analysis  of  the  impact  of  this  displacement  en  both  the  persons  and  the 
comnunity. 

7.  A  detailed  study  of  housing  occupancy  patterns  by  race  and  census  tract  with 
an  analysis  by  census  tract  of  the  racial  character  of  this  urban  renewal 
area. 

The  BRA  and/or  the  City  of  Boston  should  not  allow  the  BRA  staff  to  imple- 
ment the  policy  of  placing  a  25%  maximum  on  sufasized  housing  units  in  future  hous- 
ing construction  or  reconstruction.  If  the  BRA  and  the  City  of  Boston  plan  to  im- 
plement a  25%  cap  on  subsidized  housing,  a  public  hearing  should  be  convened  and 
the  opportunity  afforded  to  all  interested  parties  to  testify  prior  to  this  policy 
being  formally  adopted  and  promulgated.  •  • 

CONCLUSION: 

The  US  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  should  require  that  an 
environmental  assessment  process  be  undertaken  again  in  its  entirety  and  that  a 
new,  complete,  and  comprehensive  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  be  prepared 
which  addresses  the  comments  and  recommendations  contained  herein  as  well  as  those 
submitted  by  other  South  End  residents,  businesses,  organizations,  and  appropriate 
agencies. 
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S.E.  ANALYSIS 
TTACHEMENT  B.  CENSUS  TRACTS  '  24- 


The  South  End  consists  of  the  following  tracts: 

703,   704,   705,   706,   707,   708,   709,   710,   711,   712  and  805 

U.  S.  E.  S.  used  for  the  purpose  of  this  analysis,  the  figures'  and  boundaries  as 
published  by  Action  for  Boston  Conimunity  Development  (ABCD),   rather  than 
the  U.  C.S.  published  figures,  w{iich  include  census  tracts  which  go  as  far 
downtown  as  Milk  Street,  School  Street  and  Beacon  StreeL 

POPULATION  r 


The  total  1970  Census  count  for  the  South  End  describes  a  total  population  of 
23, 153  persons.   Blacks  comprise  36.  4%  of  this  population,  whites  50. 2%  and 
"others"  13.4%. 

The  elderly  population  was  counted  as  3, 507  persons  or  15. 1%. ' 

RACE  ELDERLY 

TOTAL  COUNT         WHITE  BLACK       OTHER  COUNT  PERCENT 

?703         2, 906j^£i_2. 488               151              266  530  22 

704          1,842                658               541              637  251  15 

^705         5.051   o3%3.191                362          1.493  716  18 

p6         2,245  ->/'??L613               384              246  322  18 

C707             916 308               599                  8  129  17' 

JQS.        2,305 aiO  1.930    60^0  65  307  17 

ZQ9         2,120 407  1.653    9^Qn^60~i-r)^     279  17 

710  1,369                999               257              113  220  -•      20*' 

711  725  580  102  43  101  18 

712  2,247  1.025  1,091  130  307  16 
825          ^'^27                 56           1.354  ^1,%  16                345                   27 

lUTAL  23,  153  ITTSsS  054  OJ77 37^ iTl^ 

or  or  or 

50.2%  36.4%         13.4% 

Comments:    CXiring  the  past  two  decades  the  population  of  the  South  End 
has  decreased  dramaticallv.  ~~ 
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32  Rutland  St.  Tent   City  Task  Force 

Boston,    Mass,    02118  e..wejn-.« 

(617)  262~hr]Q  South  End  Prci«ct  Ar34  Commatee 

May  18,    1979 


Mr.  Albert  Horn 
Office  of  Federal  Relations 
Boston  City  Hall,  Room  957 
Boston,  Masso  02201 . 


Dear  Mr.  Horn: 


Enclosed  you  will  find  a  statement  submitted  as  comments 
by  the  Tent  City  Task  Force  regarding  the  South  End  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  recently  released  by  the  BRA. 

The  Tent  City  Task  Force  is  a  committee  of  SEPAG  and  composed 
of  tenants  and  homeowners  who  live  on  or  near  the  Tent  City 
site,  parcels  11a  and  lib.   The  Task  Force  represents  the 
views  and  interests  of  a  broad  cross  section  of  South  End 
residents  who  are  concerned  about  the  future  of  the  Tent 
City  site. 

In  the  past  four  years  the  Task  Force  has  collaborated  with 
the  BRA  initiating  an . innovative  moderate-income  home  owner- 
ship program,  the  Frankie  O'Day  Block.   In  the  last  two  years 
the  Task  Force  has  established  giaidelines  and  undertaken 
preliminary  development  planning  for  the  Tent  City  site. 
Our  primary  concern  is  the  development  of  housing  en  the 
Tent  City  site  that  is  affordable  to  present  South  End 
families. 

The  Draft  EIS  fails  to  establish  reasonable  development 
goals  for  the  Tent  City  site  that  reflect  this  community's 
sentiments  or  interests.   It  fails  tO'  consider  the  Task 
Force' s  guidelines  and  development  options  that  have  been 
established  in  a  commTonity  participatory  process.   Detail 
comments  of  the  Tent  City  section  of  the  Draft  EIS  appear 
in  the  latter  part  of  the  enclosed  statement. 

The  Tent  City  site  must  be  considered  in  the  contest  of  the  . 
general  housing  situation  and  the  housing  need  in  the  South 
Endo   From  this  perspective,  we  find  the  Draft  EIS  a  total 
failure  in  addressing  issues  of  housing  need  and  displacement 
in  our  communityo   Futhermore,  we  are  disturbed  by  the  serious 
omissions,  distortions  of  data,  and  false  assumptions  that 
are  used  to  justify  a  BRA  policy  of  limiting  rental  subsidies 
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in  He's"  ho-asing  developnEnts  to  255^. 

The  25/^  subsidy  limit  policy  is  a  destracti~e  policy  to 
our  community  and  has  never  been  subject  to  community  revievjr. 
What  it  means  is  that  fever  people  oi  lev  income  and  people 
of  colar  will  be  able  to  live  in  our  community.   Only  recently  , 
the  BRA  rejected  a  22  unit  rehabilitation  project  planned 
by  United  South  End  Settlements,   This  project  would  have 
developed  presently  vacant  housing  on  the  comer  of  Mass, 
Ave  and  Columbus  Ave,  and  made  it  available  to  lower  income 
elderly  and  handicap  persons o   The  development  would  have 
especially  served  black  aid  Spanish-speaking  elderly.   The 
BHA  rejected  this  development  because  all  the  units  would 
have  required  rental  assistance  and  jus-tified  their  rejection 
by  citing  their  25/^  subsidy  limit  policy o 

¥e  find  the  BRA's;  actions-  shocking  and  incomprehensible. 
Our  community  is  reeling  from  the  effects  of  rising  rents 
and  resulting  displacement.  This  inflexible  and  insensitive 
policy  does  not  have  a  place  in  this  community.   It  is  being 
used  by  the  BRA  to  relieve  itself  of  the  responsibilities 
of  carrying  out  the  goals  of  urban  renewal  in  the  South  End, 
These  goals  included  the  maintenance  of  a  heterogeneous 
community  and  the  provision  of  an  adequate  amount  of  housing 
for  lower  income  people. 

Finally,  we  understand  that  the  BRA  does  not  intend  to  redraft 
the  EIS  into  a  final  form.   We  xmderstand  that  citizen  and 
agency  comments  and  revie:ffs  will  be  attached  to  the  end  of 
the  present  Draft, EIS.   First,  we  find  this  procedure  unusual. 
As  we  understand  the  process,  the  final  EIS  that  will  be 
submitted  for  official  federal  approval  should  be  corrected 
for  errors  and  omissions o   The  simple  inclusion  of  citizen 
comments  does  not  fulfill  the  requirements  for  accuracy  and 
objectivity  in  the  EIS,   In  light  of  the  numerous  errors, 
emissions  of  substantive  areas,  and  false  conclusions,  we 
•axge   federal  officials  to  ensxire  that  this  document  is  redrafted- 
and  reqtiired  to  reflect  the  actual  housing  conditions  in  the 
South  End. 


Sincerely, 

r    ''^   -^^^ 


eld,   Robert  W.    Richsiirds 


CO.  KF/RWR 

Richard  Hall,  BRA 

SEPAC 

TCTF 


Kathleen  Field, 

for  the  Tent  City  Task  Force 
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Tent  City  Task  Force  Comments  on  the  South  End  Draft  Enviromnental  Impact 

Statement 

May  17,  1979 

The  purpose  of  our  comments  is  to  review  some  of  the  housing-related 
issues,  data  and  conclusions  presented  in  the  Draft  EIS.   A  detailed  discussion 
would  require  too  long  a  document.   Many  of  the  issues  have  been  addressed 
comprehensively  in  the  1975  publication  SSPAC  Report  on  Housing  in  the  South 
End.   We  are  commenting  after  a  thorough  review  of  the  EIS  housing  sections. 
We  conclude  that  the  assessment  of  housing  in  the  South  End  as  presented  in 
the  EIS  is  totally  inadequate  and  fraught  with  serious  errors,  distortions  and 
omissions. 

Moreover,  the  alternative  recommendations  for  the  future  of  the  Tent  City 
site  seriously  conflict  with  the  sentiments  of  the  vast  majority  of  South  End 
residents  and  the  development  goals  of  the  Tent  City  Task  Force.   The  recent 
Consensus  Survey  documents  support  by  a  clear  majority  of  residents  who  desire 
the  construction  of  more  rental-assisted  housing  in  our  community.   Recently, 
State  Representative  Mel  King  won  a  3-to-l  victory  running  on  a  platform  that 
supported  the  need  for  additional  low  and  moderate  housing. 

Tent  City  remains  the  largest  undeveloped  housing  site  in  the  South  End 
where  significant  low  and  moderate  income  housing  could  be  available  to  the 
community.   The  Tent  City  Task  Force's  development  guidelines  (see  attached) 
establish  detail  goals  that  will  achieve  such  a  housing  development.   These 
guidelines  were  adopted  by  SEPAC,  the  neighborhood-wide,  democratically  elected 
urban  renewal  committee. 

A  more  detailed  discussion  of  the  Tent  City  site  appears  at  the  end  of  these 
comments.  The  following  addresses  the  methodology  of  the  EIS  and  the  siobstantive 
housing  issues  raised  in  this  document. 


Documentation 

Overall,  the  Draft  EIS,  especially  in  its  considerations  of  housing,  is 
poorly  documented.   Consistent  use  of  the  BRA' s  report,  Subsidized  Housing  in 
the  South  End,  1973,  reflects  the  reliance  on  inaccurate,  secondary  source 
material.   The  Subsidized  Housing  report  is  an  inadequately  researched  in-house 
review  published  by  the  BPA  to  defend  its  recently  espoused  in-house  policy 
of  limiting  subsidies  in  new  housing  developments  in  the  South  End  to  25%. 
The  report  was  never  subject  to  public  review  and  has  been  severely  criticized 
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for  its  erroneous  data  and  unsiobstantiated  conclusions.   It  is  a  political 
rather  than  an  objective  report  on  the  housing  needs  of  the  ccrrmunity.   On  the 
other  hand,  the  SEP AC  Housing  Report  is  virtually  omitted  in  the  EIS  as  a 
source  of  documentation.   We,  therefore,  must  question  the  basis  for  any  conclu- 
sions reached  in  the  EIS. 


Process 


The  EIS  suggests  that  through  numerous  mechanisms,  citizen  input  was 
achieved  during  the  process  of  close-out  activities.   However,  throughout  the 
process,  SEPAC,  the  officially-elected  urban  renewal  committee,  was  stripped 
of  its  responsibilities  as  the  representative  citizen  voice  in  urban  renewal 
activities.   SEPAC  was  excluded  from  the  planning  process  and,  in  fact,  de funded 
by  the  City  and  the  BRA.   The  BRA  undertook  close-out  activities  and  preparation 
of  an  EIS  without  participation  by  this  officially-sanctioned  citizen  body. 


History  of  Urban  Renewal,  page  9 

The  EIS  states  that  the  history  of  urban  renewal  in  the  South  End  is 
"well  documented"  in  the  BRA' s  Subsidized  Housing  report  and  in  SEPAC' s 
Report  on  Housing.   The  historical  accounts  of  urban  renewal  in  these  two 
documents  differ  significantly.   Therefore,  both  reports  cannot  be  "well 
documented."   In  fact,  the  BRA' s  report  presents  a  distorted  picture  of  the 
last  13  years  in  this  community.   This  is  reflected  in  the  second  paragraph 
on  page  9,  where  the  BRA  claims  a  community  conflict  exists  between  those  who 
favor  subsidized  housing  and  those  opposed.   As  mentioned  previously,  a  recent 
survey  and  elections  in  the  Sourh  End  do  not  reflect  a  polarity  in  community 
sentiment.   In  fact,  the  Consensus  Survey  indicates  that  65%  of  residents 
support  more  low  and  moderate  income  housing.   Favoring  additional  subsidized 
housing  is  not  an  extreme  position  a  the  BRA  suggests.   It  is  a  majority 
position  by  any  objective  measuring  tool.  On  the  other  hand,  by  giving  the 
anti-subsidy  position  equal  weight,  the  BRA  provides  unwarranted  credibility 
for  a  small,  minority  opinion  in  the  community. 
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Community  Consensus  on  Low  and  Moderate  Housing,  page  9,  10 

On  the  bottom  of  page  9  and  the  top  of  page  10,  the  EIS  states  that  "no 
consensus  emerges"  on  the  issue  of  subsidized  housing   in  SEPAC's  housing  report. 
However,  a  clear  consensus  was  reached  by  nine  out  of  the  eleven  committee 
members  who  prepared  this  report.   These  members  represented  the  vast  majority 
of  South  End  residents. 

BRA  Claims  Neutral  Position,  p.  10 

The  BRA  claims  "a  position  of  neutrality  concerning  the  housing  controversy" 
(assisted  housing) .   Evidence  exists  which  suggests  the  BRA  continues  to  encourage 
this  so-called  "housing  controversy."   It  has  been  demonstrated  to  the  BRA  that 
data  in  its  s^lbsidized  housing  reports  is  inaccurate  and  distorted.   Despite 
evidence  disputing  the  data,  the  EIS  reiterates  this  same  data  without  any 
critical  analysis  (see  below  for  analysis  of  s\ibsidi2ed  housing  data) . 

By  focusing  on  rental-assisted  housing  in  the  EIS  as  opposed  to  critical 
issues  like  displacement  and  housing  need,  the  BP^A,  in  fact,  claims  a  clearly 
prejudiced  position  on  the  matter. 


Section  312  Loans,  page  10 

'     The  EIS  states,  "More  than  300  middle- income  households  have  secured  low- 
interest  rehabilitation  loans  from  the  BRA."   The  BRA's  Subsidized  Housing 
report  states  that  "300  middle  and  upper-middle  income  young  professionals 
have  used  close  to  $9  million  in  BRA  rehabilitation  funds"  (p.  19).   SEPAC's 
housing  report  documents  that  one-third  of  these  312  loans  have  been  used 
by  investors,  developers,  and  homeowners  whose  average  yearly  income  was 
$30,000  (SEPAC  Report  on  Housing  in  the  South  End,  p.  39). 

The  EIS  does  not  do  an  impact  analysis  of  this  kind  of  subsidized 
rehabilitation  activity  on  low  and  moderate  income  people  of  the  ccn-^nunity. 


Maintaining  a  Heterogeneous  and  Mixed- income  Population,  page  10 

The  BPA  claims  that  it  has  realized  the  goals  of  the  Renewal  Plan  because 
the  South  End  retains  a  large  minority  population  and  also  maintains  a  population 
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with  low  median  income.   However,  there  is  much  evidence  that  indicates  Third 
World  populations  have  become  increasingly  segregated  by  changing  housing 
patterns  and  urban  renewal  activities.   As  more  and  more  white  middle  class 
families  obtain  townhouses  in  the  nothern  and  middle  sections  of  the  neighbor- 
hood, Third  World  persons  have  been  pushed  into  housing,  much  of  it  sub-standard, 
on  the  edges  of  the  community  (see  chart  on  next  page) .  The  SIS  does  not  do  an 
impact  analysis  of  the  disbursement  of  governement  subsidized  rehabilitation 
loans  and  public  improvement  renewal  funds  focusing  on  the  effects  on  Third 
World  people. 

Existence  of  a  low  median  income  population  in  the  South  End  does  not 
automatically  suggest  success  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan.   First,  the  EIS  states 
that  the  median  income  is  $7000.   Based  on  this  figure,  the  Tent  City  Report,  1978 
indicates  that  57%  of  South  End  families  pay  well  over  25%  of  their  income 
on  rent.   Rapid  rise  in  rents  is  causing  significant  economic  hardship  to  the 
majority  of  South  End  families.   As  a  result,  displacement  has  become  a  problem 
of  major  importance  in  the  South  End. 


Housing  Goals,  p.  10,  75 

The  EIS  quotes  the  original  goal  of  the  community-adopted  urban  renewal 
plan  as  "to  preserve  the  South  End's  heterogeneous  population  through  both 
the  construction  of  3300  new  housing  units  for  low-income  families  and  through 
a  substantial  3000  unit  housing  rehabilitation  program"  (EIS,  p.  8).   The  BRA 
claims  in  the  EIS  that  it  has  fulfilled  these  objectives  of  the  plan  through  the 
production  of: 

1652  new  subsidized  family  units 
585  "in  process"  units 
540  new  elderly  units 

There  is  no  evidence  to  suggest  that  the  "in  process"  units  are  any 
higher  than  341  units,  possibly  much  less. 

According  to  the  BRA' s  own  figures  the  Renewal  Plan's  goals  lor  new 
low  and  moderate  income  housing  have  not  been  met.   Although  the  BRA  admits 
this  in  the  EIS ,  it  claims  that  by  including  1556  low  and  moderate  rehabilitated 
units  (actual  MHFA  and  HUD  totals  are  1511) ,  "the  total  meets  the  goals  of  the 
renewal  plan."   However,  it  was  clearly  intended  in  the  original  plan  that  a 
large  number  of  rehabilitated  units  be  available  to  low  and  moderate- income 
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Cliengs  be'':i¥een  1233  and  1970  of  Ethnic  Group 
Distribution^  l3y  Census  Track 

i  *taken  from  the  SEPAC  Report  on  Housing  in  the  South  End,  1975 
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families  (at  least  3000  according  to  the  above  goals)  in  acd:!.ticri  to  newly 
constructed  units. 

The  BRA' s  Subsidized  Housing  report  states  that  in  formulating  the  original 
plan,  both  the  Urban  Renewal  Ccmmittee  and  the  Neighborhood  Associations  agreed 
that  3300  new  low  and  moderate  income  units  would  fall  far  short  of  the  needs. 
They  agreed  that  rehabilitation  by  non-profit  developers  would  be  "an   acceptable 
means  of  providing  additional  subsidized  housing"  (p.  25) . 

The  BRA  has  fallen  far  short  of  fulfilling  the  original  objectives  of  the 
Renewal  Plan.   Presently,  the  BRA  has  failed  to  produce  1108  new  units  for  low 
and  moderate  income  families.   In  addition,  it  has  failed  to  produce  1489  units 
of  rehabilitated  housing  for  low  and  moderatE  income  families. 


South  End  Relocation,  p.  76 

The  figures  presented  by  the  BRA  on  South  End  relocation  are  completely 
erroneous.   By  1968,  Urban  Planning  Aid  had  documented  relocation  of  5000 
households  during  just  two  years  of  urban  renewal  activities  (Report  on  the 
South  End  Urban  Renewal  Plan  for  Boston  City  Co^jncil,  March  25,  1958). 
Between  1963  and  1970,  relocation  escalated.   Estimated,  of  household  relocation 
since  the  beginning  of  urban  renewal  range  from  10,000  to  20,000  families. 
Furthermore,  the  EIS  does  not  assess  the  impact  of  BRA  activities  such  as 
neighborhood  improvements  and  the  granting  of  312  loans  to  middle  class  families 
and  developers  on  the  relocation  of  lower  income  families.   Displacement  of 
lower  income  families  resulting  from  the  total  impacts  of  urban  renewal 
activities  is  not  addressed  in  the  EIS. 

Housing  Issues  for  Close-out,  p.  78 

It  is  argued  under  housing  issues  for  closeout  that  new  rental-assisted 
housing  polarizes  the  community.   Specific  evidence  cited  in  this  section  is 
a  comparison  of  Consensus  Survey  responses  to  support  for  rehabilitation  and 
support  for  rental-assisted  housing.   Omitted  is  the  fact  that  a  clear  majority 
of  respondents  support  additional  subsidized  housing.   Furthermore,  no 
comparison  can  be  drawn  between  the  two  questions  in  the  Survey.   One  question 
refers  to  the  preferred  condition  of  housing  (rehabilitated) ,  and  the  other 
refers  to  whom  housing  will  serve  (low  and  moderate  income) . 
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Failure  of  Existing  Housing  Developments,  p.  78 

The  last  paragraph  refers  to  the  failure  of  tenant  income  to  increase 
over  time  as  the  cause  of  subsidized  housing  development  failure.   This  position 
lays  blame  on  those  who  have  had  the  least  to  do  with  the  failure  of  these 
developments.   Even  the  BRA' s  Subsidized  Housing  report  cites  actions  of 
developers  and  HUD  policies,  as  well  as  economic  factors,  as  contributing  to 
these  failures.   Blaming  lower  income  persons  for  their  low  income  is,  indeed,  a 
distorted  analysis  of  the  situation. 

Limiting  New  Housing  to  25%  Subsidies,  p.  80. 

In  light  of  the  erroneous  analysis  of  existing  rental-assisted  units,  there 
remains  little  reason  to  establish  a  25%  subsidy  limit  on  new  housing  in  the 
community. 

1)  There  is  no  rationale  as  to  how  the  25%  figure  was  arrived  at  as  "a 
general  guideline." 

2)  A  25%  subsidy  limit  does  not  "guarantee  a  long-tarm  income  mix."   It 
guarantees  that  at  least  75%  of  all  new  or  rehabilitated  housing  will  be 
luxury  housing.   The  EIS  confirms  on  page  87,  where  it  states  that  any 
new  two-bedroom  unit  built  here  would  rent  for  $590/month  (this  includes 
mortgage  financing  subsidies  in  a  new  development) .   A  25%  subsidy  limit 
guarantees  that  the  South  End  will  become  a  homogeneous  high- income 
community  with  scattered  pockets  of  extreme  low- income  public  housing 
developments.   Such  a  situation  creates  a  very  unstable  neighborhood. 

3)  We  question  the  enforcement  of  such  a  policy  when  housing  need  has  not 
been  assessed  in  light  of  its  impact.   Since  57%  of  South  End  families 
pay  well  over  25%  of  their  income  for  rent,  the  establishment  of  this 
subsidy  limit  policy  will  have  grave  impact  on  lower  income  families 
who  are  being  forced  out  of  the  coimnunity  by  escalating  rents. 


Housing  for  Low  and  Moderate  Income  Households,  p.  80,  81 

Clearly,  the  BRA  continues  its  attempt  to  polarize  this  community  over 
the  provision  of  housing  for   low  and  moderate  income  families.   Most  everyonr; 
in  the  South  End  receives  some  kind  of  housing  subsidy;  homeowners  through  tax 
deductions  on  mortgage  interest  payments,  government  subsidized  loans,  and  public 
improvements.   Some  households  receive  subsidies  through  rental  assistance,  a 
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necessary  means  to  provide  for  many  families  who  cannot  afford  the  high  cost 
of  housing  in  the  South  End. 

The  BRA  produced  only  50%  of  the  low  and  moderate  inccr.e  housing,  it 
established  as  an  objective  in  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  in  1956.   Despite  this 
failure,  the  BRA  argues  it  has  produced  an  adequate  number  of  assisted  units. 
By  focusing  on  rental  subsidies  in  the  SIS,  the  BRA  is  attempting  to  relieve 
itself  of  the  responsibility,  and  this  community's  responsibility,  to  provide 
for  the  many  families  and  individuals  who  can  no  longer  afford  the  high  rents 
in  the  South  End. 
K'     In  addition,  in  its  analysis  of  the  present  government-assisted  rental 
housing,  the  BRA  has  made  serious  errors. 

The  BRA  has  figured  the  percentage  of  the  total  housing  stock  which  is 
"subsidized"  by  adding  the  total  number  of  present  rental  sx:ibsidy  \init3  in 
the  South  End  and  calculating  this  figure  as  part  of  the  total  housing  units 
in  1970.   Most  of  the  low  and  moderate  housing  units  were  produced  after  1970. 
By  not  including  the  total  subsidized  units  as  part  of  the  base  total,  but 
then  calculating  a  percentage  as  if  it  is  part  of  the  base  total,  the  result 
is  a  grossly  inacc;irate  figure.   The  number  of  subsidized  units  is  given  double . 
weight  in  the  percentage  calcixlation. 

The  1970  Census  indicates  there  was  a  total  of  1G,719  units  of  housi-r  i::i 
the  South  End.   Since  then,  at  least  3815  rental-assistai units  have  been 
added  to  the  housing  stock  (most  of  the  rehab,  units  in  this  figoire  were 
unoccupied  in  1970) .   In  addition,  200  units  of  market-rate  housing  units 
were  added  to  the  housing  stock.   Futhermore,  the  SEPAC  Housing  Report  indicates 
that  the  original  total  figure  in  the  1970  Census  was  actually  lower  than  the 
total  number  of  units  due  to  problems  in  doing  the  census  in  the  South  End. 

As  a  result,  the  actual  total  number  of  units  in  the  South  End  is  at  least, 
above  14,000  and  the  amount  of  rental-assist  units  when  calculated  from  this 
base  total  is  below  30%  of  the  total  housing  stock. 


Characteristics  of  Present  Low  and  Moderate  Housing 

The  EIS  fails  to  indicate  a  number  of  characteristics  about  present  rental- 
assisted  housing.  Some  of  these  characteristics  are  important  in  determining 
who  is  served  by  this  housing  and  present  housing  need. 

-only  29%  or  591  units  of  new  constructed  housing  is  available  to 
families  of  low  income. 
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-of  the  30C0  row  houses  in  the  South  End,  only  300  or  10%  are 

assisted  for  low  and  moderate  income  households.   Of  the  total 

rehabilitated  units,  only  850  are  available  to  low- income 
families. 

-of  the  total  low  and  moderate  income  units  produced  in  the  South 
End  since  1966,  only  395  have  more  than  two  bedrooms.   32%  of 
the  new  units  and  43%  of  the  rehabilitated  units  have  only  one 
bedroom. 

The  EIS  fails  to  assess  the  housing  need  in  the  South  End  according  to  family 
size  and  the  impact  of  urban  renewal  on  mediimi  and  large- size  families. 


Potential  Housing  Resources,  p.  82 


The  last  paragraph  on  this  page  refers  to  additional  subsidized  housing 
units  being  built  in  the  area  as  a  resource  to  low  income  people  as  well  as 
Viviendas  II.   First,  an  assessment  of  housing  need  has  not  been  done  to 
determine  the  number  of  lower  income  lanits  needed.   Secondly,  the  luxury 
housing  developments  referred  to  are  not  resources  for  lower  income  people. 
Thirdly,  Symphony  Towers  is  solely  elderly  housing  and  was  quickly  filled  after 
completion.   The  number  of  family  units  provided  for  lower  income  families  in 
the  Copley  Place  development  will  be  a  maximum  of  37  units.   Finally,  those 
residents  of  this  community  who  wish  to  stay  in  the  South  End  should  not 
be  expected  to  use  housing  resources  outside  the  community. 
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THE  TENT  CITY  SITS  (Parcels  11a  and  lib) 
page  120-127 


The  Tent  City  site  is  the  largest  undeveloped  parcel  for  housing  in  the 
South  End.   Housing  developed  on  the  Tent  City  site  could  relieve  some  of  the 
housing  squeeze  on  low  and  moderate  income  families.   Unfortunately,  the  EIS 
fails  to  suggest  the  site's  importance  in  relation  to  the  existing  housing 
needs  or  to  the  impacts  of  the  Copley  Place  Project  on  the  Sourh  End. 

Futhermore,  the  EIS  fails  to  address  the  Tent  City  site  issue  in  the  context 
of  the  bra's  failure  to  achieve  the  Renewal  Plan's  objectives  for  low  and 
moderate  income  housing  in  the  community.   Tent  City  has  the  potential  to 
provide  up  to  250  units  of  this  desparately  needed housing. 

The  EIS  fails  to  include  a  number  of  important  factors  related  to  the  Tent 
City  site.   First,  The  Tent  City  Task  Force's  guidelines  for  development  of  the 
site  were  excluded  from  the  EIS  (see  attached  guidelines) .   Over  two  years  the 
Task  Force  developed  these  guidelines  and  a  development  strategy  for  the  site. 
The  guidelines  have  been  adopted  by  SEPAC,  communicated  to  the  BRA,  and  widely 
circulated  in  the  community.   Ommission  of  the  Task  Force  position  is  a  serious 
deficiency  in  this  section  of  the  EIS. 

In  addition,  the  BRA' s  reiteration  of  its  subsidy  housing  policy  does  not 
establish  reasonable  goals  or  a  sensible  development  strategy  for  the  site.  It 
is  a  well  known  fact  that  market-rate  housing  will  not  be  affordable  to  most 
families  now  residing  in  the  South  End.   The  EIS  documents  that  even  with 
government  financing  subsidies,  a  new  2-bedroom  unit  would  rent  at  a  minimum 
of  $590/raonth.   This  rent  level  would  require  an  average  family's  annual  income 
to  be  $25,000.   Only  1.5%  of  the  current  South  End  population  could  afford 
such  rents. 

It  is  increasinglyevident  that  considering  the  severs  housing  squeeze  on 
low  and  moderate  income  families  and  individuals,  the  Tent  City  site  is  an 
essential  resource  for  the  South  End.   The  Tent  City  Task  Force  effort  to  devslop 
a  stable,  mixed- income  development  that  includes  a  sizeable  home-ownsrship 
component  remains  an  important  and  viable  alternative  that  should  have  been 
seriously  considered  in  the  EIS.   We  fail  to  understand  its  exclusion  from 
the  docament. 

Present  Housing  on  the  Tent  City  site 

The  bra's  preferred  use  of  the  site  would  involve  the  demolition  of  nine 

324 


buildings  and  the  displacement  of  19  families  and  two  bus:.r.es5es. 

SEPAC  and  the  Tent  City  Task  Force  remain  opposed  to  the  destruction  of 
existing  housing  on  the  site  and  the  resulting  displacement.   The  BRA.' s  proposal 
is  in  conflict  with  its  own  policy  on  demolition  which  recommends  demolition 
only  if  structures  cannot  be  rehabilitated  or  there  is  an  overriding  public 
purpose  such  as  the  prevention  of  a  new  development.   In  the  case  of  Tent 
City,  neither  requirement  exists. 

-the  structures  on  Dartmouth  St. ,  Harwich  St. ,  and  Yarmouth  St.  are 
structurally  soxind. 

-the  Tent  City  Report,  1973  illustrates  that  new  housing  can  easily 
integrate  existing  buildings  into  the  development.   The  "site  design 
constraints"  indicate  the  EIS's  concern  more  with  a  futiore  developer 
than  with  the  present  residents  and  homeowners  on  the  site. 

-an  overriding  public  purpose  is  not  served  by  displacing  tenants 
and  homeowners  and  taking  buildings  out  of  private  ownership.   The 
result  will  be  undue  hardship  to  long-term  South.  End  residents 
who  live  in  these  homes. 

-present  residents  on  the  site,  the  Tenants  Development  Corp. ,  and 
the  Task  Force  have  planned  together  for  the  rehabilitation  and 
the  upgrading  of  these  homes. 

In  summary,  the  EIS  fails  to  provide  for  affordable  housing  for  South  End 
residents  on  the  Tent  City  site  and  fails  to  protect  the  residents  who  currently 
live  on  the  site. 


The  EIS  fails  to  address  many  crucial  issues  involving  South  End  residents 
and  the  overall  impact  of  the  Urban  Renewal  program.   The  document  is  unsatisfactory 
and  unacceptable.   The  Urban  Renewal  project  in  the  South  End  should  not  be 
closed  until  the  crucial  issues  of  displacement  and  provision  of  housing 
for  lower  income  residents  are  addressed  and  solutions  are  found. 
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FUl^rDAMENTAL  PRINCIPLES  FOR 

DEn/ELOPMSNT  OF  PARCELS  11a  and  lib  (Tent  City) 

Developed  by  the  Tent  City  Task  Force 

Revised  and  Approved  hy   S.E.P.A.C.^  October,  1S78 

1)  If  the  Tent  City  site  is  to  be  redeveloped  for  housing,  that 
housing  must  be  affordable  to  South  End  residents.   Therefore : 

a)  259^  of  the  units  shall  be  available  to  those  of  low 
income  (qualifying  for  rent  supplement), 

b;  50%   of  the  units  shall  be  available  to  South  End  v/orking 
families  and  individuals  (maximura  Sl4,000/yr,  for  a  family 
of  four)  who  will  not  pay  more  than  259^  of'  their  income 
for  housing  on  the  site. 

c)  25^  of  the  units  can  be  available  at  market  level  rents 
for  those  with  a  higher  income. 

2)  There  should  be  a  mixture  of  tenancy/  and  home  ownership, 
particularly  in  low-rise  to^/mliouses  intended  for  family 
occupancy.   Priority  should  be  given  to  large  numbers  of 
bedrooms  in  townhouse  units  v;ith  direct  access  to  private 
open  space.  Midrise  or  taller  buildings  would  include 
smaller  units,  and  might  have  "boarding  house"  or  group 
living  alternatives  for  single  individuals.  Consideration 
shall  be  given  to  SDecial  facilities  for  the  elderly  (See 
Item  11).         * 

3)  Current  and  former  South  End  residents  shall  have  priority 
for  occupancy  on  the  site.   The  residential  population  shall 
reflect  the  racial  and  ethnic  mix  of  the  South  End.  Present 
tenants  on  the  site  must  be  given  first  priority  for  new  or 
rehabilitated  units  at  rents  they  can  reasonably  afford. 

4)  Both  tenants  and  homeowners  presently  living  on  the  site 
must  be  protected  so  they  are  not  adversely  affected  by 
any  development  of  this  area.  Existing  housing  on  the  site 
shall  remain  and  not  be  demolished.  This  includes  all  the 
buildings  on  Coliimbus  Avenue,  Dartmouth  Street,  Harwich 
Street,  and  Yarmouth  Street. 

a)  Existing  o^^ners  shall  have  the  right  to  retain  their 
homes.  Present  ov/ners  of  housing  on  the  site  should 
be  given  assistance  to  rehabilitate  their  property, 
if  they  desire. 

b)  Buildings  presently  ovmed  by  the  BRA  should  be  returned 
to  private  cvnership. 
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(1)  Former  o\vners  and  present  tenants  should  be 
given  first  option  to  buy  these  buildings. 

(2)  South  End  residents  and  former  displaced 
residents  shall  be  given  second  priority 
for  the  option  of  hone  ownership  of  these 
buildings . 

(3)  A  Frankie  0' Day-Sweat  Equity  Program  is  a 
desirable  model  to  encourage  and  achieve 
rehabilitation  of  these  buildings.   (See 
Frankie  O'Day  development  guidelines). 

Architectual  design  must  conform  reasonably  to  architec- 
ture presently  existing  adjacent  to  the  site  and  should 
promote  the  residential  nature  and  security  of  the  neigh- 
boring community. 

a)  Building  along  Yarmouth  Street  and  Columbus  Avenue  should 
be  no  taller  than  their  counterparts  along  the  opposite 
side  of  the  street. 

b)  In  keeping  with  the  row  house  style  of  the  South  End, 
vehicular  access  may  occur  at  various  points  on  the 
site. 

c)  Buildings  should  provide  maximum  surveillance  of  both 
open  space,  streets  and  side^/ralks. 

d)  Generally,  units  shall  have  direct  access  to  open  spaces 
and  the  street,  similar  to  the  access  of  present  South  End 
row  houses. 

There  shall  be  adequate  landscaped  open  space  v;hich  shall 
benefit  the  developseat  and  the  neighborhood  as  a  whole  and 
which  shall  not  be  sacrificed  to  cn-grade  parking.   The 
development  shall  not  place  overflow  parking  on  nearby  streets. 
Family  units  should  have  immediate  access  to  private  open  space, 
Provision  shall  be  made  for  other  modes  of  transportation 
including  bicycles.  Provision  shall  be  made  for  retaining  a 
community  garden  on  the  site. 

The  development  shall  include  a  strong  management  and  market- 
ing capability  v/dth  proven  ability.   Operational  funding  shall 
be  established  to  insure  good  maintenance.   This  should  include 
a  community-approved  marketing  and  management  plan  and  lease. 
There  shall  be  a  mechanism  to  ensure  community  control  over  the 
tenant  selection  process. 

There  shall  be  an  arrangement  that  retains  one  third  of  the 
profits  from  syndication  proceeds  in  the  development  for 
operating  and  management  cost  increases  and  other  needs, 

10056  of  all  laborers'  jobs  and  50?^  of  all  skilled  jobs  shall 
be  filled  by  community  residents  throughout  contruction. 
Local  agencies,  such  as  SEPAC,  USES,  UCCT7,  SNAP,  and  Third 
World  Job  Clearinghouse,  shall  be  contacted  for  recruitment 
of  these  v/orkers. 
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ADDITIONAL  OBJECTIVES 

10)  In  view  of  the  conur.unity' s  perception  of  commercial  need 
and  of  a  viable  market  at  least  two  spaces  should  be  made 
available  for  retail  and  commercial  uses.  Commercial  space 

1    should  be  priced  so  that  merchants  who  best  service  the  local 
area  will  be  attracted.   A  market  analysis  should  be  conducted 
by  a  commercial  leasing  specialist. 

11)  A  portion  of  the  units  should  particularly  satisfy  the  needs 
of  elderly  residents,  perhaps  as  congregate  housing  with 
eating  facilities  and  occupational  oppurtunities. 

12)  New  technologies  and  innovative  programs  should  be  employed 
to  the  maximum  extent  possible  where  they  will  reduce  operat- 
ing costs. 

13)  Negotiate  public  acquisition  and  maximum  write-do'.'m  of  land 
costs  of  the  site  to  provide  lower  cost  of  occupancy. 
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ELLIS  NEIGHBORHOOD  ASSOCIATION 

48  Appleton  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts   02116 


April  18,  1979 


Mr.  Albert  Horn 

Office  of  Federal  Relations 

Room  957,  City  Hall 

Boston,  Massachusetts   02201 

Re:   South  End  Environmental  Assessment  -  B.R.A., 
Spring  1979 

Dear  Mr.  Horn: 

With  respect  to  pages  122  and  123  of  the  above 
drafted  environmental  impact  statement,  relating   to 
the  so-called  "Tent  City"  site,  I  enclose,  for  your 
information  pages  1,  3  and  4  of  the  June  6,  1978 
letter  of  the  Ellis  Neighborhood  Association  addressed 
to  Robert  Walsh,  former  director  of  the  Boston  Redevel- 
opment Authority  relating  to  Tent  City.   As  you  can  see, 
the  Ellis  Neighborhood  of  the  South  End  has  gone  on 
record  as  supporting  100%  market-rate  closing  for  Tent 
City.   That  vote  and  position  has  been  omitted  from 
pages  122  and  123  of  the  draft  impact  statement.   We 
consider  this  omission  to  be  a  significant  error. 

The  Ellis  Neighborhood  position  on  Tent  City  was 
a  recent  and,  we  believe,  up-to-date  position,  taking 
into  account  previous  housing  trends  and'  developments 
of  the  South  End.   We  believe  it  largely  parallels 
the  remarks  and  conclusions  of  the  September,  1978 
BRA  report  entitled  "Subsidized  Housing  in  the  South 
End".   As  such,  we  feel  that  the  final  impact  statement 
should  reflect  the  current  Ellis  Neighborhood  position, 
as  stated  above. 

The  Ellis  Neighborhood  feels  that  "Tent  Cit^y",  in 
1968,  represented  a  solemn  commitment  by  the  City  for 
low  and  moderate  income  housing.   This  commitment  has 
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ELLIS  NEIGHBORHOOD  ASSOCIATION 
48  Appleton  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 


Mr.  Albert  Horn 

Office  of  Federal  Relations 

Boston,  Massachusetts 


been  largely  or  completely  fulfilled  by  the  City,  but  not 
necessarily  on  Parcels  llA  and  llB. 

Since  these  parcels  form  one  of  the  largest  remaining 
developed  parcels  in  the  South  End,  I  would  appreciate 
your  acknowledgment  of  this  letter  and  any  comments  you 
would  care  to  make. 

Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  cooperation. 

Sincerely  yours. 


/-  .  y-.  ^     .<■:,     /J 


rn 


Charles  R.  Levin,  President 


^^u::^)  n\  r—d^zL^ 


■^ 


CRL/pk 

cc:   Arthur  Howe,  Chairman 

Ellis  Tent  City  Committee 

V  Richard  Hall 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 


-  2  - 
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48  Appleton  Street 
Boston,  i^lass.   02115 


June  6,  1978 


Mr.  Robert  Walsh,  Director 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

Ninth  Floor,  City  Hall 

1  City  Hall  Square 

Boston,  Massachusetts   02201 

Re:   Financial  settlement  of  the  South  End 
Urban  Renewal  Project 

Dear  Mr.  Walsh: 

At  the  Ellis  Neighborhood  Association  Meeting  held  on 
May  23,  1978,  representatives  from  the  BRA,  ABT  Associates, 
and  Skidmore,  Owings  and  Merrill  discussed  remaining  urban 
renewal  project  activities  in  the  Ellis  Neighborhood.   Fol- 
lowing that  meeting,  an  appointed  committee  of  tlie  Ellis 
Neighborhood  met  and  formulated  the  association's  formal 
position  on  close-out  activities  in  the  neighborhood.   It  was 
the  overv/lielming  consensus  of  the  committee  and  tlie  Ellis 
rJeighborhood  that,  equal  in  importance  to  site  dispositions 
as  the  most  critical  urban  renewal  activity  which  must  be 
completed  in  the  neighborhood,  is  the  remaining  water,  sewer, 
sidewalk,  street,  lighting  and  landscaping  v.-ork.   These 
physical  improvements  are  and  have  been  an  integral  pare  of 
the  urban  renewal  plan  for  the  area.   Indeed,  it  was  in  reliance 
on  the  bra's  promises  of  such  improvements  that  numerous  residents 
have  come  into  the  South  End  and  have  made  substantial  investments 
in  their  property.   It  is  absolutely  essential  that  these  physical 
improvements  be  completed;  otherwise,  the  blighted  conditions  that 
made  the  area  originally  eligible  for  urban  renewal  will  remain, 
detracting  from  the  value  and  benefit  of  all  private  investment. 

The  specific  recommendations  and  comments  of  the  association 
on  the  BI'.A  properties  in  and  adjacent  to  the  Ellis  Neighborhood 
which  have  been,  or  are  proposed  to  be,  acquired  follow: 

1)   Parcel  PD-1    (includes  Clarendon  Street  Baptist  Church  and 
fire  station) 

The  Church  should  not  be  acquired  and  should  be  allov;ed  to 
continue  in  its  present  use  as  a  church.   The  fire  station 
should  be  rehabilitated  for  market-rate  housing,  preferably 
owner -occupied . 
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48    Appiei;oti    Street 
Boston,    i-iass.       02116 


June    6,     1971 


Mr.  Robert  Walsh,  Director 
Boston  Redevelopment  Autliority 
Boston,  Massachusetts   02201 


be  periodically  examined  to  make  sure  that  the  EGA  makes, 
in  a  timely  manner,  the  necessary  improvements  to  the 
buildings  and  maintains  the  exterior  appearance  of  the 
property  -  none  of  which  they  have  done  to  date.   This 
is  particularly  important  for  Parcel  8,  v/hich  is  presently 
a  health  hazard,  and  at  a  minimum  should  be  cleared  up 
and  fenced. 


Parcel  on  N 


corner  of  Clarendon  Street  and  IJarren  Avenue 
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This  mini-parcel  is  currently  being  used  by  abu 
residents  close  by  as  a  vegetable  garden,  v;hich 
currently  acceptable  to  the  Ellis  Neighborhood. 
we  understand  that  there  is  a  developer  current 
by  the  BRA  to  build  compatible  market-rate  hous 
parcel,  in  accordance  with  a  previous  vote  of  t 
Neighborhood  approving  such  development.  Vve  fu 
understand  that  there  are  specific  development 
the  parcel  which  initially  appear  to  be  feasibl 
these  plans  should  be  submitted  to  the  Ellis  Ne 
for  approval. 

Parcel  9D  and  9E    (St.  Cloud) 

It  is  apparent  from  their  performance  on  Parcels  9A,  9C, 
and  8,  that  the  Boston  Center  for  the  Arts  is  overcommi t ted 
and  does  not  have  the  financial  resources  to  rehabilitate 
adequately  Parcels  90  and  9E.   Indeed,  it  a[:[)oars  that  the 
BCA  v/ill  never,  in  the  foreseeable  future,  have  the  resource; 
needed.   Therefore,  these  parcels  should  bo  sold  to  a  private 
developer  for  rehabilitated,  market  level  housing. 

Parcel  10 


This  parcel  should  be  developed  solely  for  compatible  retail 
uses.  The  parcel  should  not  be  used  for  parking  purposes  of 
any  type,  which  use  the  Ellis  Neighborhood  strongly  opposes. 


Parcel  llA  and  llB 


:Part  of  Tent  City  Site! 


Tlie  buildings  on  Parcel  llA  should  be  roliab  i,  1  i  ta  ted  for 
market-rate  housing.   Parcel  IIB  should  be  traded  for  the 


Mr.  Robert  Walsh,  Director 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
Boston,  MassaCihusetts   02201 


48  Appleton  Street 
Boston,  Mass.   02116 


June  6,  1978 


property  adjacent  to  llA  at  the  corner  of  Dartmouth  and 
Columbus  Avenue.   This  site  should  be  landsca[)Gd  as  a 
small  urban  park.   The  remainder  of  the  site  behind 
Parcel  llA  and  the  landscaped  park  should  be  treated  as 
one  parcel  and  developed  for  uses  consistent  with  the 
South  End  and  other  abutting  neighborhoods,  and  with 
the  Copley  Plaza  Development  -  e.g.,  low-rise,  high- 
density  market-rate  housing. 


10)   Parcel  PB-3 


(S.W.  corner  of  Dartmouth  and  Appleton 
S  treets ) 


The  old  Bancroft  School  should  be  preserved  and  designed 
for  a  use  compatible  with  the  adjacent  school  and 
neighborhood . 

11)   Other  Parcels 

In  addition  to  the  above,  it  is  proposed  that  a  landscaped 
park  be  developed  adjacent  to  the  Frankie  O'Day  Buildings 
at  the  corner  of  Dartm.outh  and  Columbus  Avenue,  on  the 
former  Post  Office  Parking  Lot,  and  further,  that  A'ooleton 
Street  be  closed  at  Columbus  and  Dartmouth  Streets. 


We  look  forward  to  your  response  to  this  letter  and  to 
working  v;ith  you  further  during  the  "closeout"  process. 


Very  truly  yours. 


{ 


f-'' 


!, 


■/' 


Charles 
Presiden 
Ellis  Me 


R.     Levin 

t 

ighborliood   Assn. 


Elizabeth  K.  Levin 

Chairperson,  Ellis  Close-out 

Committee 

48  Appleton  Street 

Boston,  Mass.   02116 


Susan  Stine 


cc 


Skidmore,  Ov/ings  &  Merrill 
Richard  Hall,  BRA 


ELLIS  NEIGHBORHOOD  ASSOCIATION 

48  Appleton  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts   02116 


April  25,  1979 


x^-lr.  Albert  Horn 
Federal  Compliance  Manager 
Office  of  Federal  Relations 
Boston  City  Hall,  Room  957 
One  City  Hall  Square 
Boston,  Massachusetts   02201 

Dear  Mr.  Horn: 

This  is  to  advise  you  that  in  view  of  the  Ellis 
Neighborhood's  feelings  that  the  extremely  limited 
availability  of  the  close-out  report  seriously  impeded 
and  hampered  citized  participation,  the  Ellis  Neighborhood 
unanimously  voted  at  its  April  24th  meeting  to  request  an 
extension  of  time  to  comment  on  your  complex  South  End 
Environmental  Assessment  Report  for  an  additional  sixty 
(60)  days  -  i.e.,  until  July  15,  1979, 

Sincerely  yours. 


CRL/pk, 

cc :  v*^ichard  Hall 
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ass3G5:^z::t  ,  3P?.:::a  1979 


>!r.   ^bert     Koa 

Faderal  Ccniplianos  y^nager  Viay  21,   1979 

Office  of  Federal  Relations 

3cstcn  City  Hall 

One  City  Hall   Square 

Boston,  Mass.    C22Q1 

Dear  Mr.    Horn, 

In  reviewing  the  Draft  Envxronmental  Ijipact  Statement,  South  ind 
invironnental  Assessment,  especially  in  relation  to  Parcel  113,  oixr 
cciEnittee  has  found  several  points  deserving  of  ooniient. 

Under  Develoii^.ent  Status;  there  is  no  mention  of  the  fact  that  the 
Ellis  Neighborhood  Association,  an  abutter  to  this  parcel,  is  on  record 
by  letter  to  the  Director  of  the  Eoston  Redevelopment  -authority  dated 
June  6,  1973  as  favoring  market  rate  housing  onlj^-  on  this  site. 

In  the  Ijsact  Assessment  ^Latrix  all  of  the  three  Re-use  alternatives 
are  predicated  on  the  demolition  of  the  existing  buildings  on  Parcel  113. 
In  viev  of  the  Court  Order  dated  Mar. 27, 1979  by  Chief  Justice  Andrev  a, 
Caffrey  in  Federal  District  Court  in  the  case  of  Aertsen  et.al.  vs 
Patricia  R,  Karris  et.al.  the  Environmental  Assessment  must  consider 
the  impact  on  the  environment  vhich  vould  be  caused  by  the  demolition 
of  these  buildings . 

Cur  Committee  has  been  conducting  an  extensive  opinion  sijrvey  in 
the  lilis  neighborhood  area  and  so  far  has  found  overwhelming  opposition 
to  the  pirchase  of  the  remainder  of  Parcel  IIB  "cy  the  3RA..  We  therefor 
feel  that  the  impact  of  a  no-pjrchase  alternative  should  be  considered 
in  this  report. 

In  closing  I  vould  like  to  add  that  the  1.5   day  period  for  review 
of  the  Environmental  Assessment  of  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Project, 
with  all  the  details  involved  and  the  shortage  of  copies  of  the  draft 
available,  is  entirely  inadequate. 

Sincerely 


Arthur  F.   r.ove,   chairman 
Committee  on  Parcel  11 
Ellis   Neighborhood  ;:^sociation 
31  Montgomery  Street 
Boston,   Mass.    02116 
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18  St.  Charles  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts   02116 
May  15.  1979 

Albert  Horn 

Office  of  Federal  Relations 

Room  957.  City  Hall 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

Dear  Mr.  Horn: 

I  am  writing  to  express  my  support  for  the  development  of  mixed 
income,  ownership  and  rental  housing  on  Parcels  lla  and  lib 
(Tent  City]  in  the  South  End.   In  moving  towards  achievement  of 
that  goal,  I  concur  with  the  principals  adooted  b?/  S2PAG  in 
October,  1973. 

For  the  past  five  years,  I  have  lived  in  the  Sllis  neighborhood, 
and  I  strongly  disagree  with  the  position  that  the  311is  Tieigh- 
borhood  Association  has  taken  on  the  development  of  the  Tent 
City  site.   Their  proposal  for  1005^  market  housing  ignores  the 
commitments  made  by  the  City  of  Boston  in  1963  and  would  function 
to  exclude  all  but  those  persons  of  substantial  financial  means 
from  purchasing  or  renting  housing  on  these  parcels. 

I  am  facing  immanent  displacement  from  my  apartment  due  to  the 
Southwest  Corridor  Project.   Since  I  have  lived  in  the  South  2nd 
for  seven  years,  I  would  like  to  remain  in  the  neighborhood. 
However,  as  I  am  sure  you  are  aware,  housing  costs  in  the  area 
■are  skyrocketing  and  moderate  income,  professional  people,  like 
•  myself,  are  being  forced  to  look  elsewhere  for  affordable  housing. 
:  If  the  position  advocated  by  the  Sllis  Neighborhood  Association 
I  is  adhered  to,  a  critical  opportunity  to  maintain  an  economic  mix 
.  in  the  South  End  will  be  losx. 

Therefore,  I  urge  you  and  your  colleagues  to  accept  the  giiide- 
lines  established  by  SSPAC's  Tent  City  Task  Force  in  developing 
these  parcels  of  land.   I  would  appreciate  being  informed  of  the 
position  the  City  (i*  Boston  -takes  on  this  vital  issue. 


Sincerely, 

Joan  E.  Tighe   / 


cc:   Richard  Kail 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

Anne  Wheelock 

Tent  City  Task  Force,  S2PAC 
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21  Gray  Street 
Boston,  MA   02115 

May  15,  1979 


Mr.  Albert  Horn 

Office  of  Federal  Relations 

Room  597 

Boston  City  Hall  ■      ' 

Boston,  MA   02201 

Re:  South  End  Environmental  Assessment  -  B.R.A.,  Spring  1979 
Dear  Mr.  Horn: 

As  homeowners  in  the  Ellis  Neighborhood  we  are  disturbed  that  you 
may  have  gained  a  false  impression  from  a  letter  submitted  to  you  by 
Charles  R.  Levin  purporting  to  represent  that  the  neiahborhood  is  in 
favor  of  100%  market-rate  closing  for  Tent  City.  In  fact,  the  association 
nas  never  canvassed  the  opinion  of  the  homeowners  in  the  neighborhood 
and  we  believe  that  a  substantial  number  of  the  residents  are  strenuouslv 
opposed  to  the  100%  market  rate.  uuu^iy 

We  are  fully  in  favor  of  the  principles  set  forth  by  the  Tent  City 
Task  t-orce  as  revised  and  approved  by  SEPAC  in  October  1978.  One  of  the 
rnost  attractive  features  of  the  South  End  is  its  mix  of  people  accross  a 
Doth  ethnic  and  economic  strata.  The  Tent  City  Task  Force  principles 
represent  no  more  than  an  attempt  to  maintain  that  mix  in  the  redeveloped 
sue.  The  100%  market  rate  is  quite  simply  an  attempt  to  expel  low 
income  people  from  the  South  End. 

_   Finally,  we  suggest  that  if  the  Ellis  Neighborhood  Association 
wishes  to  represent  the  views  of  the  residents  on  an  important  natter  it 
would  be  a  fairly  simple  matter  to  canvass  those  views.  There  is  no 
excuse  for  conveying  the  impression  that  the  entire  neighborhood  supports 
the  100%  market  rate. 


Sincerely, 

Samuel  Shapiro 
Margaret  Marshall 


cc:  SEPAC 

Richard  Hall,  B.R.A. 
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/S    ilontgor.iery    Street 
Boston,    Massachusetts    0211G 
I-:ay    IG,     19  79 


r:r,    Albert    Horn 

Office    of    Federal    :;elatioi 


9G0,    City 


liosuon 


!assac;iu:,'£"c- 


0220: 


Draft    Environmencal    linpact    Statement    for    South    End    Urban 
'ione'./al    Financi.^.l    Settlement.    March    i9'79 


Dear    Mr. 


I  am  a  resident  of  Montgomery  S- 
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V.'hile  the  Draft  EIS  purports  to  leave  open  the  soeci 
housing  development  on  Tent  City  for  discussion  in  the 
'  :::-ct  of  concrete  developm.ent  proposals,  it  also  states 
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A  has  used  the  term  subsidized  here,  it  means  that  a  m 

25%  of  the  units  could  servo  lo'./  ajnd  moder^ate  ii.come 
is  rigid  rule  -./ould  preclude  th.e  hincf  of  housing  thac 
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the  section  or.  Mousi.ng  Impacts  (p,.  19  7)  .to  v/hich  one  is 
■'  ;.o!i>:y  Is  par  ticuJ  a  r  1  y  iiie;cp  f  Leal:) '  i;  in 


.a:;i 

mui 

:" 

hou 

s  ei 

ho 

1 

I    ;.- 

oil 

1    ,'"; 

c;r  i;r;i.: 


T::C 


;    t'\c:    : 

:0  l;  J  1  .^^ 


y.  o  I- 
Ci  c 


,11 .:    Lo    note     I 
Lio;i    ':as    tai 


L        1 


"    V/ic;ij.n 
.is    Neicfh: 


rinally,     I    - 
; :  :;io'^'  'OViiOOil    .\sf;o(: 
siiovi'l    L:j    i.;ovolopC;( 
>;:;:!pl' .^  uioa]_ly    vita    La..- 
reproseiiLs     Lhe    najori;, y    • 
I    an    a^':::;o    aware    that    the 

hoo^l    residents    ■i.'hici:    coataias    ia    r.iy    c;. ' 
Icacliar;   questions    a>..out    rhc    Tent    Citv    : 
asics    people    to    choose    anoa':    ^^    nuiaber    oi 
"privately-financed"    housiac;,     "public,  y-; 
a;i'l    some    non-housia(y    al  t.';j"aa  tivas  =       This 
i';oscs    ^    .raise    cliclio  to::^^    btjL'.'oea    100;'    aa  a 
loi/    ii'\^:oi.K;    or    :a  '  a  .        .,  ;d    lioiisiiia  ,      h  , 
fjylnr;    oi.e's    i.m:::    r.         .    sov.:ond    c;u  .  ^  : 
iiiillioa    is    a"/ailahle    co    c^Oiaploca    url 
aahs    vhiether    a    portion    of    thht    shouO  . 
'.   -^at    City,    ^.'ithout    recocaiiaing    aliat    ■      ._  ■. 
^  ay    \;eil    be    used    for    sucn    a  ;:quisi  ^  h: ..      .. 
o'    urbaii    renev;al    projects    yaneraJ.  0 

t 'j    thi.  3    sur-'f:^    r     r;    ,■':..        ;-o    dai.;ll.:., 
a'      tO':/    <;i.u;sLioaa  iise    no    ..  a'..i  a 

\.ould    adec.;uate'.y    ^  L    wv   viv.;.nj.       I    : 

dj.scussion    of    r'.oau  i.  optioiis    f:or    the 

City    can    rise    a}Do\c;    ^..^    -.aval    of    this    sa^ 


iOOCv     z.SSOC 


cptioas    laci.uc 


^^ 


you    fo] 


.re  racier.. 


y.  Lchie    Hal  1  ,     lya^ 

w  li]  P     •  ^ 

Jane    Dov;crs 


•ilyn 


339 


10 


Fernando  J.  Doinenech  Jr. 
145  West  Canton  Street 
Boston,  }-i\.    02118 

May  17,  1979 


Mr.  Albert  Horn 
Office  of  Federal  Relations 
Room  957,  City  Hall 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

Dear  Mr.  Hon: 

I  am  a  resident  of  West  Canton  Street  in  the  South  End,  part  of  the 
Ellis  Neighborhood. 

.Although  the  Ellis  Neighborhood  .Association  has  recently  stated  a  position 
favoring  100%  market-rate  housing  for  Parcels  ll.A  and  IIB  (better  kncvm  as 
the  Tent  City  Task  Force  site),  I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
register  my  disagreeinent  with  this  position.   Such  a  type  of  development, 
I  believe,  would  be  detrimental  in  the  process  of  fulfilling  the  housing 
needs  of  the  varied  income,  ethnic  and  racial  m.ix  of  people  that  make  up  the 
South  End  com.iiunity;  and  furthermore,  would  contribute  to  the  ever  increasing 
displacement  of  low  and  moderate  income  people  from  the  area. 

Consequently,  I  support  the  plans  proposed  by  the  Tent  City  Task  Force  for 
this  site  which  call  for  mi.xed  income  homeownership  and  rental  housing. 


Sincerelv, 


I. 

^  Fernando  j/'Domenech  Jr.  / 


FJD:ac 

cc:   Richie  Kail,  BR.A 
SEPAC 
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13  May  1979 


Mr  Albert  Horn 

Offica  of  Federal  Relations 

Hocm  597 

Boston  City  Kail 

Boston,  Massach'jsetts  02201 


Dear  i-tr  Kom, 

As  a  resident  of  the  South  3nd  for  13  years    (and  a  hcn:e--3^-mer)  I  wish 
to  express  my  vehement  disagreenenx  with  the  recently  stated  position 
of  the  Sllis  ITeighhorhood  Association  regarding  the  Tent  City  site. 
They  support  lOC^  maraet-rate  housing  for  this  location.     The 
elderly,   large  families,   and  middle  income  residents  presently 
li'/ing  on  this   site  would  most  certainly  he  eliminated  from  occupying 
any  ijnits  at  the  rents   rampant  in  the  Suuth  End  today. 

The  Tent  City  Task  Force  has  established  not  only  a  viable  and  in- 
clusi-i/e  set   of  guidlines   for  a  reasonable  development  of  this  parcel, 
but  they  have  worked  with  both  the   immediate   residents,  the  BPA,   and 
the  professional  sources  who  are  aiding  in  the  design  of  mixed-income, 
ownership  and  rental  to-^-nhouses. 

It  seems  to  me  after  viewing  the  maps  released  by  the  BRA  showing  the 
overwhelming  change   in  this  quadrant  of  the  South  End:   the   increase 
in  white,  well-to-do  home-owners  and  the  equivalent  decrease   in  poor 
tenants,   a  solution  such  as  produced  by  the  Tent  City  Task  Force   is 
the  absolute   least  that  cam  be  done  to  stem  this  tide. 


Siacer^ly 


Kal:hle« 

5^  Montgomery  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02116 
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lOUNDED  IN  lOop 


OLD  SOUTH  CHURCH  IN  BOSTON 

A  CONGREGATION  OF  THE  UNITED  CHURCH  OF  CHRIST 

COPLEY    SQUARE,    BOSTON,    MASSACHUSETTS    02116 

PHONE    617-53o-l?70 


May  17,  1979 


Mr.  Albert  Horn 

Office  of  Federal  Relations 

Room  957 

Boston  City  Hall 

Boston,  Mj\  02201 


Dear  Mr.   Horn: 

I  am  writing 
Environmenta 
Old  South  Ch 
financially 
Task  Force 
possible  a  d 
make  the  he a 
incomes,  eth 
it  together, 
market  level 
of  urban  plu 
Task  Force  i 
deepen  urban 


with  a  reflection  or  two  on  the  South  End 
1  Assessment,  BRA,  1979.  The  Council  of  the 
urch  at  its  regular  meeting  on  May  8  voted  to 
support  a  Tent  City  Task  Force.  VJe  believe  the 
s  making  eyery   effort  to  retain  and  make 
i verse  community  at  the  South  End.  We  want  to 
rt  of  our  city  a  place  where  people  of  different 
nic  background,  religious  convictions,  can  make 
We  believe  that  a  site  given  over  to  100?^ 

housing  would  do  damage  to  the  rich  possibilities 
ralism.  We're  convinced  that  the  Tent  City 
s  working  in  such  a  way  as  to  strengthen  and 

life  in  Boston. 

Faithfully  yours , 

James  W.  Crawford  --    J 


JWC/dg 

dictated,  but  not  read 
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78  Montgomery  St 
Boston,  iVA   02116 
y^Y   14,  1979 


Mr.  Albert  Horn 
Office  of  Federal  Relations 
Room  957,  City  Hall 
Boston,  l^     02201 

Re:   The  "Tent  City"  site. 

Dear  fdr.  Hom, 

We  are  writing  in  response  to  a  survey  which  was 
taken  by  the  Ellis  Neighborhood  Association  for 
opinions  on  how  to  use  remaining  funds  in  the 
BRA  "close-out".   This  survey  is  very  biased  and 
therefore  of  questionaSle  value.   Those  taking  it 
to  their  neighbors  are  of  one  position,  and 
thereby  can  choose  whom  they  will  ask  and  tabulate. 
The  options  presented  for  use  of  the  Tent  City 
site  are  inadequate  and  over  simplified,  presenting 
an  "either  -  or"  approach  to  use  of  the  site. 

The  Tent  City  Sakk  Force  is  proposing  a  mixed- 
income  homeownership  and  rental  housing  plan. 
This  is  not  a  choice  presented  on  the  survey.   We 
are  in  agreement  that  the  Task  Force  plan  will 
account  for  the  social  and  aesthetic  concerns  we 
share...  an  open  community,  accomodations  for 
parking,  landscaping,  open  space,  and  low  rise 
architect;ire  that  is  compatible  with  the 
South  End. 


Sincerely, 


a     5bpRc 
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KENNETH  D.  CAMPBELL  &  COMPANY 

MANAGEMENT  AND  COMMUNICATIONS  CONSULTANTS 


May   15,    1979 


gpi3¥|| 


Mr.    Albert  Horn, 

Office   of  Federal  delations ^ 

Room  957  "^ 

Boston  City  Hall,  MAY  1  5  1979 

Boston,  Kass.  02201  R2 .  TENT  CITY 

Dear  Mr     Horn,  BCSTCf! R£D£V£LOPMBT AUTriORlTY 

Dear  r-ir .    Horn .  ^^.^  qj.  ^^  ^^^^^^^^ 

I  am  writing  you  to  comment  on  the  South  End  Environmental 
Assessment,  BRA,  Spring,  1979, 

I  have  lived  in  the  South  End  for  11  years  and  bought  my 
present  house  on  Dartmouth  Street  in  December,  I969.   I  was 
vice-president  of  the  Ellis  Neighborhood  Association  in  the 
early  1970s. 

I  am  currently  a  member  of  the  Trinity  Church-Old  South 
Church  Committee  on  Elderly  Housing. 

I  strongly  support  the  move  to  have  mixed  income  housing 
at  the  Tent  City  site,  which  will  be  the  gateway  to  the  South 
End.    The  South  End,  the  nation's  largest  area  of  Victorian 
houses,  is  one  of  the  most  racially,  ethnically  and  economically 
mixed  neighborhoods  in  the  country. 

As  a  member  of  Old  South  Church,  and  as  a  long-time  resident 
of  Boston  interested  in  the  development  of  the  city,   I  believe 
the  gateway  development  to  the  South  End  at  the  Tent  City  site 
should  symbolize  both  the  great  architecture  and  the  mixed 
neighborhood  which  are  the  two  most  salient  characteristics 
of  the  South  End. 

I  strongly  disagree  with  the  position  of  the  Ellis  Neighborhood 
Association  that  the  site  should  be  100^  market-level  housing. 
There  is  v/ithout  question  a  need  for  low-income  housing  for  families 
and  for  elderly  in  the  South  End,  as  well  as  a  dem.and  for  more 
market-level  housing.   Although  I  am  friends  with  many  of  the 
people  in  the  current  Ellis  Neighborhood  Assn. ,  I  cannot  agree 
with  them  on  this  issue.  Although  I  am  eligible  to.be  in  the 
Ellis,  I  have  not  joined  currently,  primarily  because  of  their 
vote  on  this  issue. 

The  Tent  City  Task  Force  has  developed  a  sound  basis  for 
a  planned  development  for  an  architecturally-sensitive  complex 
which  v/ould  be  25?^  market  rate,  50^  moderate  income  Brooke  Amendment 
(25?'  of  income)  housing,  and  25?^  low  income  housing  with  a  development 
that  will  be  primarily  5-s'tory  buildings,  with  one  larger  building 
(about  7  stories)  at  the  northwest  corner  near  the  SW  Corridor. 
The  Task  Force  is  exploring  the  idea  of  condominium  ownership 
for  some  of  these  units,  an  innovative  idea  which  should  increase 
the  feeling  of  community  in  the  development  and  which  should  be 
supported  by  government  action. 

46  Dartmouth  Street,  Boston,  Ma--  02116  (617)  267-1579 


Kr.  Albert  Horn  Page  2  May  15,  1979 


I  believe  that  the  South  End  is  likely  to  get  a  more 
sensitive  design  through  the  Tent  City  plan  than  it  would 
through  a  private  developer,  upon  whom  there  would  be 
probably  fewer  controls. 

Ky  belief  is  that  the  members  of  the  Ellis  Neighborhood 
^sociation  cast  their  vote  as  a  protest  against  massive  Federal-aide; 
structures  which  have  gone  up  in  the  South  End  and  have  been 
designed  in  a  way  that  does  not  improve  the  neighborhood. 

I  cannot  imagine  that  their  bias  for  market-level  units 
is  such  that  they  would  object  to  a  humanely-designed  Tent  City 
complex  which  gave  the  residents  a  sense  of  pride  and  community 
and  neighborhood,  was  in  keeping  with  the  5-story  scale  of 
the  South  End,  was  in  keeping  with  the  architectural  integrity 
of  the  South  End,  and  v/as  supported  with  Federal  or  state  funds 
in  such  a  v/ay  as  to  keep  it  financially  viable. 

In  summary,  I  think  it  is  crucial  that  the  Tent  City  site 
be  developed  with  mixed-income  housing  which  is  sensitively 
and  sensibly  designed  to  increase  pride  in  the  South  End  and 
to  reflect  the  historic  architectural  and  population  facts 
in  this  unique  community. 


Sincerely, 


Kenneth  D.  Campbell 


cc:  Rev.  Thomas  B.  Kennedy,  Trinity  Church 
Thomas  Wardell.  Esq.,  Old  South  Church 
Rev.  James  W.  Crawford,  Old  South  Churdi 
Robert  Ryan,  Director,  BRA 
Richie  Hall,  BRA 

Charles  R.  Levin,  Ellis  Neighborhood  Assn 
Robert  Richards,  Tent  CityTask  Force 
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iY2  2l97Q      ELLIS  NEIGHBORHOOD  ASSOCIATION 
48  Appleton  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts   02116 


I 


May  18,  1979 

Mr,  Albert  Horn 

Office  of  Federal  Relations 

Room  957 

Boston  City  Hall 

Boston,  Massachusetts   02201 

Re:   Parcel  IIB  -  So-Called  Tent  City  Site 

Dear  Mr.  Horn: 

Apparently,  the  above  site  is  provoking  lively  discussion. 
Therefore,  I  am  taking  the  liberty  of  sending  you  a  letter  in 
response  to  the  May  15,  1979  letter  of  Kenneth  Campbell, 
Management  and  Communications  Consultant. 

I  think  Mr.  Campbell's  thoughtful  and  impassioned  letter 
does  much  to  sharpen  and  define  the  current  thinking  about 
Parcel  IIB,  and  thus,  in  my  opinion,  makes  a  useful  contribution 
to  an  ultimate  agreement  and  resolution  of  the  longstanding  Tent 
City  controversy.   (Indeed,  Mr.  Campbell's  letter  makes  a  far 
more  useful  contribution  than  would  his  S4.0G  annual  dues  if 
paid  to  the  Ellis  Neighborhood  Association.) 

I  note  that  Mr.  Campbell  is  apparently  in  agreement  with 
a  large  portion  of  the  South  End  (including  the  vast  majority 
of  Ellis  Neighborhood  residents)  in  his  criticism  of  "massive 
Federal-aided  structures  which  have  gone  up  in  the  South  End 
and  have  been  designed  in  a  way  that  does  not  improve  the 
neighborhood".   If  this  quoted  sentence  refers  to  past  100% 
low-income  housing  built  in  massive  block-type  buildings,  I 
believe  that  there  is  a  key  point  of  agreement  between  Mr. 
Campbell  and  the  overall  opinion  of  the  Ellis  Neighborhood. 

Similarly,  Mr.  Campbell's  allusions  to  planned  structures 
on  Parcel  llB  as  "an  architecturally-sensitive  complex",  or  a 
"humanely  designed  Tent  City  complex"  implies  a  concern  for  the 
physical  configuration  of  buildings  on  the  Tent  City  site  which 
I  personally,  and  I  believe  a  great  majority  of  Ellis  residents, 
share  and  fully  approve  of. 
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Mav  18,  1979 


Mr.  Albert  Horn 
Boston,  Massachusetts 


However,  there  are  four  key  areas  of  difference  between 
Ellis  and  Mr.  Campbell's  letter. 

The  first  area  of  difference  between  the  general  attitude 
of  the  Ellis  Neighborhood  and  Mr.  Campbell's  proposal  is  best 
S'Jimned  up  in  his  own  very  well-chosen  words,  "financially 
viable".   That  is  where  Ellis  and  Mr.  Campbell  part  company, 
at  least  for  the  time-being.   The  financial  viability  and 
stability  of  such  proposed  mixed-income  developments  have  yet 
to  be  proven  in  the  South  End  or  elsewhere,  especially  in  the 
percentages  which  Mr.  Campbell  advocates. 

Second,  my  information  is  that  the  experience  in  successfully 
establishing  developments  of  maintaining  a  stable  mixed-income 
neighborhood  -  however  desirable  as  a  Utopian  matter  -  has  not 
worked  and  has  yet  to  be  proven.   Indeed,  there  are  some  skeptics 
in  the  Ellis  Neighborhood  (and  throughout  the  South  End)  who 
suspect  that  a  hidden  goal  of  such  proposals  as  Mr.  Campbell's 
is  to  advocate  an  inherently  unstable  m.ixed  income  development 
which  will  rapidly  convert  to  all  low  income  or  moderate  incomLe 
residents  -  as  has  happened  in  the  past. 

Third,  the  idea  of  ccndo  ownership  is  an  intriguing  one, 
especially  in  this  era  of  tremendous  home  inflation,  not  solely 
in  the  South  End,  but  all  over  Boston  and  throughout  the  suburbs. 
We  at  Ellis  have  watched  closely  with  great  interest  the  pilot 
development,  in  our  Neighborhood,  of  moderate-incom.e  condo-home 
ownership  called  the  Frankie  O'Day  Block.   We  expected  it  to  be 
a  pilot  project,  a  learning  process,  and  a  model  for  possibly 
more  extensive  use  and  replication  elsewhere.   Unfortunately, 
this  project,  which  the  Tent  City  Task  Force  has  been  strongly 
supporting  and  loudly  touting, has  ground  to  a  halt,  depriving 
everyone  of  any  practical  experience  and  data  with  which  to 
assess  the  feasibility  of  such  a  venture  and  its  suitability 
for  extensive  use  on  Parcel  HE.  (Notwithstanding,  it  is  exactly  - 
this  type  of  housing  which  Mr.  Campbell  relies  on  so  heavily  in 
his  letter  as  forming  a  key  component  in  the  Tent  City  site.) 

Unfortunately,  Mr.  Camipbell  does  nor  address  the  now  obvious 
question  of  financial  viability  which  have  arisen  with  respect  to 
moderate-income  condo-home  ownership,  because  of  the  current 
problems  affecting  the  Frankie  O'Day  Block.   Indeed,  it  does  not 
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May  18,  197  9 


Mr.  Albert  Horn  \ 

Boston,  Massachusetts  i 

\ 

I 

seem  unreasonable  to  ask  that  the  Frankie  0 ' Day  project  be  S 

operating  at  least  a  year  (as  it  should  have  been  by  now) ,  I 

before  considering  imposing, in  large  scale,  such  an  untried  I 

housing  concept  on  Parcel  llB.  t 

Fourth,  it  is  not  necessarily  true  that  private  developers  | 

would  build  on  Parcel  llB  with  fewer  controls  than  government  I 

supported  housing,  or  that  the  results  would  therefore  be  less  « 

desirable.   (Indeed,  there  are  those  who  question  the  successful  } 
results  produced  in  the  past  by  the  very  controls  which  Mr. 

Campbell  advocates,  as  embodied  in  such  recent  monuments  as  i 

the  Symphony  Tower  and  Methunian  Manor  buildings.   In  contrast,  I 

the  whole  Copley  Place  Project  which  Mr.  Campbell  and  I  have  both  | 

participated  in,  often  side-by-side  and  usually  eye-to-eye,  is  t, 

an  example  of  private  developers  being  successfully  subjected  to  and  \ 

made  responsive  by  extensive  and  reasonable  controls,  responsibly  | 

worked  out  together  with  the  local  community,  and  through  not  I 

some  rigid,  unilaterally  conceived  and  uninformed  set  of  government  i 

regulations.   (Perhaps,  the  Frankie  0 ' Day  Block  has  temporarily  | 

come  to  grief  precisely  because  of  these  government  controls  « 

which  Mr.  Campbell  praises  so  enthusiastically  in  his  letter.)  3 

I 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  the  Ellis  Neighborhood  at  this  ? 

time  sees  no  reason  at  this  time  to  consider  abandoning  or  in  'j 

any  way  modifying  its  current  vote  for  100%  market  level  housing  on  \ 

Parcel  llB.  \ 

In  summary,  I  believe  Mr.  Campbell's  letter  is  representative  \ 

of  the  general  thinking  on  the  Tent  City  Task  Force  in  rejecting  \ 

the  traditional  massive,  segregated,  and  unsuccessful  approach  S 

to  housing  low-income  and  moderate-income  people  in  the  past, and  j 

as  such,  contains  many  points  with  which  the  Ellis  Neighborhood  I 

finds  itself  either  in  direct  agreement  or  in  sym^pathy  with.   I  l 

think  the  dialogue  between  Ellis'  position  and  Tent  City's  position  * 

is  healthy,  that  it  should  continue, and  that  it  will  ultimately   '  f 

result,  one  way  or  another,  in  a  successful  scheme  of  utilization  | 

of  Parcel  113.  I 


Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


Sincerely.  \ 


Charles  Pv.  Levin 
CRL/pk 
cc :   Rev.  Thomas  B.  Kennedy,  Trinity  Church 
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"^^y  18,  1979 


Mr.  Albert  Horn 
Boston,  Massachusetts 


Thomas  Wardell,  Esq.,  Old  South  Church 
Reverend  James  W,  Crawford,  Old  South  Church 
yRobert  Ryan,  Director,  BRA 
Richie  Hall,  BRA 

Robert  Richards ,  Tent  City  Task  Force 
Susan  Stine  (with  enclosure) 
Dan  Roble  (with  enclosure) 
Kenneth  Campbell 

Jeffrey  Stonberg  (with  enclosure) 
Arthur  Howe  (with  enclosure) 
Ann  Hershfang  (with  enclosure) 
Robert  Wilcutt  (with  enclosure) 
Kathleen  Field  (with  enclosure) 
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TRINITY      CHURCH 

COPLEY      SQUARE 

BOSTON      02118 

I  lA'/  6  i  1379 

Mr.    Albert  Horn 

Office  of  Federal  Relations 

Room  957  r::rcf,'j:^:»VfcLO?wgi\'T  AUTH0RIT7 

Boston  City  Hall  Qr.  iCi  Qr  7H5  &)Ri5TCf, 

Boston,  MA   02201 

Re:   Tent  City  Site,  Parcels  llA,  113 

Dear  Mr.  Horn: 

I  am  writing  on  behalf  of  the  Trinity  Church-Old  South  Church  Coinmittee 
on  Elderly  Housing,  who  wish  to  comment  on  the  South  End  Environmental 
Assessment,  BRA,  Spring,  1979. 

Historically,  both  Old  South  Church  and  Trinity  Church  have  been  in- 
terested in  the  developing  and  changing  neighborhoods  that  have  an  impact 
not  only  upon  our  cotnmon  Church  life,  but  the  overall  welfare  of  the  City. 
Most  recently  (early  1960 's),  we  have  been  interested  in  the  urban  renewal 
that  has  been  undertaken  in  the  South  End.   Many  of  our  parishioners  have 
been  affected  by  these  changes,  both  positively  as  well  as  negatively.   Hous- 
ing has  been  one  area  where  our  parishioners  have  been  affected  most  acutely. 
Our  Corrjnittee '  s  response  to  their  needs  has  led  us  to  support  the  move  to 
have  mixed  income  housing  at  the  Tent  City  Site. 

The  Tent  City  Task  Force  seems  to  have  developed  a  sound  basis  for  a 
planned  development  which  appears  to  be  consistent  with  the  guidelines  in  the 
Environmental  Impact  statement.   We  have  supported  the  Tent  City  Task  Force 
because  of  cur  general  interest  in  the  mix- income  housing  proposed  for  the 
site  and  our  specific  concern  that  elderly  housing  be  included  in  the  development 
The  innovative  approach  of  the  Task  Force  appears  to  us'  to  be  consistent  with 
the  fundamental  principals  of  a  racially,  ethnically  and  economically  mixed 
South  End  that  so  many  of  us  have  endorsed  for  so  long. 

In  summary,  we  strongly  support  a  mixed  income  proposal  for  the  Tent  City 
Site  believing  it  to  be  most  consistent  with  the  history  of  the  project  and  the 
needs  of  the  community. 

Sincerely  yours, 


The  Rev .  Thomas  3 .  Kennedy 

for 
Eldery  Housing  Coirar.ittee 
Old  South  Church-Trinity  Church 


TBK/jrb 


.Robert  Ryan,  BRA 
Richie  Hall,  BRA 
Robert  Richards,  Tent  Cicy  Task  Force 
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^7  Lav/rence  Street 
Boston,  Ma.  02116 
May  19,  I979 

Mr.  Albert  Horn 

Office  of  Federal  Relations,  Room  597 

Boston  City  Hall 

Boston,  Ma.  02201 

Dear  Mr.  Hon: 

As  a  resident  of  the  Ellis  neighborhood  in  the  South  End 
of  Boston,  I  am  writing  to  comment  in  reference  to  the 
Envirorjnental  Impact  Statement  which  the  BRA  has  drafted  for  HUD. 
I  am  em-phaticallv  o-Dr!o?;^r]  to  the  position  taken  by  the  Ellis 
Neighborhood  Association  for  100^  market-rate  housing  to  be  built 
on  the  3.3  acre  site  bordered  by  Columbus  Avenue,  Dartmouth 
Street,  the  Southwest  Corridor  tracks,  and  Yarmouth  Streets.   I 
furth-sr  disagree  with  their  position  to  limit  all  subsidized 
housing  in  the  South  End  to  25?^.   These  positions  serve  to 
continue  to  displace  the  already  overwhelmingly  overburdened 
poor  and  working  class  populations  who  currently  live  here. 

Positions  that  are  supportive  of  the  existing  population 
who  have  lived  here  longer  and  are  in  need  of  housing  assistance 
are  those  taken  by  the  Tent  City  Task  Force.   I  ajn  strongly 
supportive  of  the  goals  of  the  Task  Force  and  of  the  Fundamental 
Princiioles  for  DeveloTpment  of  Parcels  11a  and  llb.fthR  document 
developed  by  the  Task  Force).   Mixed-incom.e  ov/nership  and  rental 
townhouses  designed  to  blend  architecturally  with  surrounding 
South  End  buildings  are  the  most  appropriate  responses  to  the  needs 
of  the  people  of  the  South  End. 

Ajionymous  surveys-  like  the  one  being  conducted  by  the  Ellis 
Neighborhood  Association.-  exclude  options  such  as  those  supported 
by  the  Task  Force.   Devices  such  as  these  collect  skewed  data 
which  do  not  reflect  the  needs  of  the  people  in  the  South  End. 
The  results  of  such  surveys  should  be  ignored  in  any  consideration 
of  the  decisions  to  be  made. 

I  trust  I  have  made  my  point  clearly.   If  this  is  not  the  case 
do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 

Sincerely, 

"^ci'P^NC  Susan  Travis  Ruffin  Smith 

536-2259 
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3    Boston  University 

School  of  Education 
38  CurTLmrngton  Screet 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02215 

Depanment  ot  Science  and  Mathematics  Ed 
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.p.    -^1^^  6c-^/U7j 


Kay  19,  1979 


llr.    Albert  Hom 
Office  of  Jederal  Relations 
Ho on  597,  -ity  Hall 
Boston,  l,.ass.  02201 

Dear  iur.  Hon, 

As  thirteen -year  residents  of  the  South  End,  we 
are  writing  in  support  of  the  Tent  City  Task  Force  Site 
proposal.   'iVe  urge  your  acceptance  of  these  guidelines 
for  development  of  this  important  parcel  in  our  neigh- 
borhood. 

As  permanent  residents  of  this  neighborhood,  whose 
children  have  benefited  from  its  social  diversity,  we 
agree  100;'bwith  the  aims  implicit  in  the  above  cited 
program. 

As  homeov/ners  and  taxpayers  of  the  city  and  con- 
cerned members  of  the  community  we  ardently  oppose  the 
so-called  "100  percent  market-rate  housing"  proposal 
off erred  (v/ithout  mention  of  alternatives)  by  the  Ellis 
Association.   There  has  been  more  than  adequate  oppcr- 
tLinities  for  such  investment  in  the  South  Snd.   It  is 
crucially  important  that  alternatives  (of  which  the 
Tent  City  site  is  one  of  the  last  remaining  examples) 
be  supported  to  the  utmost. 


xours  t 


ur.   61;  I/irs.    Ben  S.    V/atkins 
12  Dartmouth  St. 


cc:    Richie   .-.all 
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May  20,  1979 

Dear  Mr.  Eom, 

I  have  groTTzi   up  in  the  South  End 
and  now,  as  a  registered  voter,  would 
like  to  express  my  support  for  the  Tent 
City  Task  Force-  proposal  for  housing  on 
the  Columbus  Ave. /Dartmouth/Yarmouth 
block  in  my  neighborhood,    ■ 

The  alternative  Ellis  ileighborhood 
Association  lOO^io  market  rental  plan 
Y/ould,  in  my  opinion,  be  a  big  help  to 
Back  Bay  business  people  and  no  good  at 
all  for  the  people  who  live  here  and 
whom  we  wish  to  have  continue  to  do  so». 
Please  help  keep  the  South  End  an  open 
commtmity. 

Sincerely, 


:p-5.-  Ci^-o  cv:^ 


Jill  Charvai 

12  Dartmouth  St. 


355 
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PILOT  BLOCK  NSIGK3CRK00D  ASSOCIATION 


Mr.  Albert  Hoa 

Office  of  Federal  Relatiorxs 

Rooa  957 

City  Kail 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 


118  Penibrojce  Street 
Boston,  Massashusetts  02113 
May  16,  1979 


Dear  Mr.  Koa, 

The  following  is  a  response  froa  the  Pilot  Bloci  Neighborhood 
Association  to  the  Boston  Rederelopaent  Authority  regarding  the 
eloseout  in  the  South  2nd  as  requested  by  Richie  Hall.   The  P.B.N.A. 
eites  street  resurfasing  and  sidewali  resonstruation  as  its  top 
priority.   The  following  is  in  the  order  of  ispcrtanse  as  dissussed 
at  the  P.B.N. A.  aeeting  of  May  2,  1979. 

Street  Resurfacing  and  Sidewalk  Reconstruction 

1.  Colunbus  Arenue  and  Treaont  Street  -  These  gateways 
to  the  South  End  are  in  a  eondition  that  jaandates  total 
resurfasing  and  reaonstruation. 

2.  West  Newton  Street  (between  Colunbus  Arenue  and  Treaont 
Street)  and  West  Brookline  Street  (between  Warren  Arenue 
and  Treaont  Street)  -  Worx  is  scspleted.   Residents 

find  these  streets  attra^tire  and  their  sidewalis  safe: 
froa  physical  hazzard. 

3.  Pe-abroke  Street  (between  Warren  Arenue  and  Treaont 
Street)  -  This  street  was  deleted  froa  the  B.R.A.  plan. 
Work  is  now  in  pro.gres£,  E.P.A.,  for  separating  storsi 
and  sewer  water.   Residents  of  PeabroJce  Street  are 
outraged  as  their  recently  attraetire  street  is  nc\'i   a 
Tom  up  aess  with  no  known  plan  of  resurfacing  in  the 
near  future.   Residents  find  fault  with  the  E.K.  A.  in 
that  poor  plarjiing  has  left  thea  in  an  undesireable 
situation. 

^.   Warren  Arenue  (Colurabus  Square  to  West  Canton  Street)  - 
Work  is  now  in  progress. 

5,   West  Canton  Street  (between  Coluabus  Arenue  and  Warren 
Arenue)  -  No  aention  of  this  section  of  West  Canton  Street 
is  in  the  Enrironjaental  Assesssent.   Residents  do  not 
tnow  their  status  in  future  resurfaaing  and  reaonstruetion 
j        planning. 

Land  Para els 

1.      All  ra«ant   land  should  be  used  as   open  spaee   or  parks 
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until  a  peraanent  use  is  deter:ained.   Future  private 
derelopaent  is  highly  desireable. 

2,   In-filled  housing  should  be  leTeled  and  land  aade 
arailable  tor   paris  or  future  prirate  derelopaent. 

The  P.3.N.A.  is  thaniful  to  the  B  R.A.  for  keeping  us  well 
infor:aed  about  meetings  and  discussions,  We  also  appresiate  the 
aany  opportunities  we  have  had  to  roiee  our  opinions.   Please 
sontaet  us  if  you  require  additional  information. 


Yours  truly, 


,' Julie  Luty 

vPJresi dent/Pilot  Blcsi: 

Neighborhood  Asscaiation 
South  End,  Boston 
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TH2   COiiMITTSE   TO   PH2S2RV2   PEiSROKZ   STREET 

lis  Peabroie   Street 
May  18,    1979 

}dr.  ll'bert  Hoa 

O'fise  of  Federal  Relations 

Rooa  957 

City  Kail 

Boston,  Hassashusetts  02201 

Dear  Sir, 

Due  to  a  aeeting  of  eoneerned  residents  of  Peabroxe  Street, 
South  End,  we  sust  elaborate  on  the  sonditicn  of  Peabroie  Street 
amd  the  aonaerns  of  the  residents. 

Pembroke  Street,  Icaated  between  Goluabus  ATenue  and  Treaont 
Street,  was  deleted  by  the  3.R.A.  froa  street  resiirfa«in§  and 
sidewali  rescnstruation  plans.   This  decision  was  based  on  the 
preaise  that  the  condition  of  our  street  and  sidewalis  was  exsellant 
in  comparison  to  neighboring  streets.   Residents  of  Pembroke  Street 
were  disappointed,  but  aaaepted  that  decision. 

With  no  adransed  warning  or  notice,  the  E.P.JL.  has  begun 
stora  and  sewer  seperation  wori.   The  aain  sewer  pipe  has  cruabled. 
We  now  hare  two  gigantic  holes  approxiaately  12  feet  by  12  feet  by 
10  feet  deep  towards  the  head  of  the  street.   The  worjcaen  on  sereral 
osoasions  hare  puaped  raw  sewage  down  the  street.   The  health  hazzard 
and  stenah  is  no  light  aatter.   The  center  of  the  street  has  been 
dug  and  refilled.   This  trensh  is  about  the  width  of  a  large  «ar 
and  runs  tv/o  thirds  the  length  of  the  street.   The  sides  of  the 
tren«h  hare  fallen  in  aausing  sereral  deep  holes,  k   car  wheel  in 
■one  of  those  holes  would  require  a  tow  truclc  to  get  out.   The  E.P.Ji. 
project  also  includes  sidewali  digging.   There  is  no  safe  place  to 
wali  on  Peabroie  Street.   Both  the  street  and  sidewalks  are  in  an 
atrocious  condition. 

Nothing  less  than  returning  Peabroke  Street  to  its  condition 
prior  to  S.P.A.  construction  will  satisfy  the  residents.   We  do  not 
accept  black  top  patches  over  our  two  gigantic  holes,  down  the  «enter 
of  our  street,  or  on  our  ceaent  sidev/alks.   This  is  a  safety  hazzard 
and  an  asthetic  nightaare.   We  are  disrupted,  the  street  is  filled 
with  dirt  and  dust,  our  houses  and  cars  are  filthy,  and  walking 
anywhere  is  dangerous.   The  gain  froa  seperating  stora  and  sewer  line: 
•in  no  way  balances  the  daaage  to  our  enTiroraent , 


We  find  fault  with  the  3.R,1,,  you  aust  hare  tno'Nn   the  plans 
of  the  E.P.A.  to  Gonstruat  stor^  and  sewer  seperation.  Kow  eould 
one  goTernaent  agen«y  be  uninforaed  as  to  what  the  other  is  plarj::ins. 
We  aire  outraged  that  a  "consoientious"  planning  agency  is  learing 
us  in  such  a  Eiiserable  condition. 

Our  concerns  are  toj 

1.  Eliminate  the  health  and  safety  haszards  of  2  open 
holes  and  raw  sewage. 

2.  Return  the  sidewalks  to  their  prsTious  condition 
using  only  oeaent  patches. 

3.  Resurface  the  entire  street  instead  of  patching. 

4.  Any  future  work  should  be  done  now.   Sare  soney 
and  get  all  the  work  done  at  onoe. 

These  concerns  doc  not  bring  Pembroke  Street  up  to  the 
quality  and  condition  of  our  neighboring  streets.   We  would  like 
to  be  of  the  saae  quality  and  condition,  there  is  no  justifiable 
reason  why  our  street  aust  be  left  in  an  atroeious  state. 

We  would  appreciate  any  guidanote  to  aceoaplish  our  objectives, 
We  also  request  to  be  infor:aed  of  any  procedures  or  programs 
that  apply  to  our  situation. 


Yours  t.ruly, 
THE  COiiillTTES  TO  PRSSEH'fS  PEiBRQKS  STREET 

Chris  Kill 
Fred  Lowell 
Jaaes  Luty 
Ron  Trial 

Corresponding  Seeretarj^' 
Julie  Luty 
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STATEMENT    IN   C  OKIE  NT   TO   THE    DR/\FT    EI-fVIRONMEMTAL   IMPACT    ST.VTEMENT,    SOUTH  END 

ElN^^IRONT-G-iflAL  ASSESStJENT,    SPRING,    1979 

April   25,    1979 


Mr.    Albert   Horn 

Federal  Compliance  Manager 

Office  of  Federal  Relations 

Boston  City  Hall 

One  City  Hail  Square 

Boston,  MA 

Dear  Mr.  Horn: 

The  Ellis  Neighborhood  Association  of  the  South  End  would  like  to    take  this 
opportunity  during  the  comment  phase  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Assessment 
process  to  reiterate  that  it  believes  that  it  is  very  important  that  the 
program  of  reconstruction  of  sewers,  water  lines,  streets,  and  sidewalks   in 
the  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Area  be  continued  and  adequately  funded.   This 
program  is  crucial  to  the  overall  completion  and  success  of  the  original 
Urban  Renewal  program,  and  is  extremely  necessary  for  the  health  and  safety 
of  the  residents  of  the  South  End. 

The  Ellis  Neighborhood  Association  urges  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
to  continue  funding  at  adequate  levels  this  program  throughout  the  South  End, 
and  specifically  on  these  streets  in  the  Ellis  Neighborhood: 

Street  and  Sidewalk  Reconstruction 

W.  Canton  St.,  Columbus  to  Railroad   (Funding  Approved) 

Dartmouth  St,  Railroad  to  Treraont     (Funding  Application  in  Progress) 

Appleton  St.,  Dartmouth  to  Clarendon  (Funds  to  be  Sought) 

W.  Canton  St. ,  Warren  to  Tremont  " 

Montgomery  St.  ,  V-J. Canton  to  Clarendon     " 

Clarendon  St.,  Columbus  to  Warren         " 

V/arren  Ave.,  Columbus  to  Clarendon        '' 

Dartmouth  Place,  Dartmouth  St.  to  Clarendon  " 

Water  Line  Reconstruction 

Appleton  St.,  Clarendon  to  Dartmouth   (Funding  applied  for) 

Dartmouth  Place,  Clarendon  to  Dartmouth  St.    " 

W.  Canton  St.,  Columbus  to  Warren  " 

Montgomery  St. ,  W,  Canton  to  Clarendon        "  ' 

The  Ellis  Neighborhood  Association  would  like  to  thank  the  BRA  for  the 
sewer,  water,  street  and  sidewalk  reconstruction  that  has  already  occurred 
in  our  neighborhood.   These  improvements  are  a  great  asset  to  Ellis  residents, 
and  to  the  City  of  Boston. 


Sincerely,       ^   f/       ^ 


Susan  B.  Stine,  Vice  President  of  Ellis  Neighborhood  Association 
43  Appleton  Street 
Boston,  Mi'.   02116 


CC:  Mr.  Robert  Ryan 
Mr.  Richie  !' 
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n    t]"ie   MBTA    system    and   needs    more    equipiricn.t    and 
reater    service    frequoiicy. 


li  eouacy 
jiip    cited 
nto    ^ark 

~OUth-.'CSt 

e  e  t    i  n 
possibl}'    ti-io 


South  End 


The  cj"!  ronolctiv  of  e\'ent5  leadiaiJ 


cancellation  of  the  South  End 
EIS. 


r^"pass  should  be 


to  trie 
2  a  t  IT  e 


The  Bypass  '.^as  designed  on  [not  abovej 
"ailroad  r  ight  -  of -■'vay  next  to  the  Orange 
main  line  train  service  •.•.hich  vould  then 
Exits  from  the  Bypass  v;ere  planned 


'rom  the  Bypass  v/i 
Copley  Square. 


t  It  e  r  e  !T  n  C  e  n  t  r  a  1 
ine  tracks,  replacing 
at  Route  128. 


terninat^  ...  ^  ..^^^^    ^ 
for  IVest  Xewton  Street  and 


Finally,  we  understand  tliat  all  the  Clareinont  and  Carleton  Street 
houses  (except  for  the  two  at  Massachusetts  Avenue)  scheduled  for 
Bypass  taking  have  already  been  eliminated  from  the  Urban  Reneual 
Plan  and  returned  to  private  hands. 
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S  t_r  c  c  ts    a  n  d_  S_ijl_e  v:  a  l  k    Re  p_a  i  r  .       i'."  o  s  t    X  e  ^v  ton    f  r  cj  in    Co  1  ii ;  '■  h  us    to 
the    railroad    sl'icjld    be    redone    in    tlie    Ur^an    renov;al    Plan      because 
the   Orange    Line   project    v/ill    r.-.-pair    only    30-50    feet    from    the 
railroad.       I'.'est    Xeivton    is    a    ~:ajor   pedestrian    aiui    auto    access 
route    into    tlie    South    2nd    and    sl-iouldn't    be-  delayed    for    tlie    5-8 
years    until    the    Orange    T. iiie    is    ccrripleted. 

'Vest  Canton  Street  sidev/alks  from  Colu!r:bus  to  the  tracks  and 
'Aest  Xewton  side^valks  from  Colu~;bus  to  Tremont  luave  already  been 
replaced    and    shouldn't    absorb    re7':aining   urban    roiieual    funds. 

G  0  n  e  r  a  1    Co  .v:  m  e  !i  t  s  .       As    ^ve    said    at    tlie    begiiiii  i  ag,  v;e    are    supportive 
of   the    transportation   goals    of    the    EIS.      As    for    the    plan    as    a   v.hiole, 
we  have    serious    reservations.      Unless    some    controls    are   placed    orer 
the    continued    increase    in   upper- income    housing    siipply    and    the 
continued    erosion    in    the    lovrer- income    Iiousing    supply,    the    net    result 
of   $150    million    of   urban    renewal    effort   will    be    to    allow    -    tiirough 
public    action    -    the    subsidy    of    luxury   housing    and    the    el  liii  i:uit :  on 
of   a    substantial    low   and   middle    income    population.       The    remaining 
poor    face    an    isolated    and   luistable    future    in    licusing    '.vhich   may   be 
abandoned    or    turned    OA^er    to    the    more    stable    private    sector.       It 
is   HUD's    responsibility    not    to    abandon   your   m.istakes    and    to    assure 
before    Urh-an    Rcnev/al    Plan    clcsocut,    the    suf  f  ic  i-. ncy    and    stabilit)' 
of   low    and   moderate    iiicoine    Ivousing. 

V,'e    appreciate    the    opportunity    to    express    our    support    and    concern; 
and   hope    our    comments    will    be    incorporated    into    the    Final    Statement. 

Sincerely, 


Ann   M.    Hershfang 
(for    SECOT) 


AMH :  a 

cc:    SECOT  members 

Mr.  Richie  Hall,  BRA 
SEPAC 
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Mr.  Albert  Horn 
Office  of  Federal  Relations 
Boston  City  Hall  Room  957 
Boston,  Massachusetts    02201 

Dear  Mr.  Horn, 

I  am  enclosing  a  statement  approved  May  9,  1979  by  the  Board  of 
Directors  of  the  South  End  Garden  Project,  Inc. ,  along  with  copies 
of  petitions  signed  by  residents  of  the  South  End  and  lower   Roxbury. 

We  respectfully  request  that  you  accept  these  documents  as  additional 
testimony  for  the  public  record  to  be  appended  to  the  Boston  Redevelop- 
ment Authority's  April  26  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statem.ent  con- 
cerning its  remaining  project  activities  in  the  South  End  Site  Pro- 
ject area. 

Sincerely  yours, 
n  Ferry 


O 


for   tlie   Board  of  Directors, 

South  End  Garden  Project,  Inc.  16  May  1979 


Mr.  Richie  Hall 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

One  City  Hall  Plaza 

Boston,  Massachusetts 

02201 
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The  South  End  Garden  Project,  Inc.  is  an  organization  of  local  residents 
who  in  the  last  five  years  have  developed  and  promoted  coirur.unity  gardens 
in  the  South  End  and  lower  Ro:-±)ury. 

Community  gardeners  are  neighbors  with  a  common  interest  who  have  labored 
hard  since  the  spring  of  1974  to  improve  their  own  neighborhoods  largely 
through  their  ov.'n  efforts.  We  come  from  every  neighborhood  in  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority's  South  End  Site  Project  Area  and  from  every  I'jack- 
ground:  blacks,  v/hites,  rich  and  poor,  Spanish,  Chinese,  Lebanese,  Jamaican, 
families,  single  persons,  the  young  and  the  elderly.  The  many  benefits  of 
these  urban  gardens  accrue  to  everyone  who  lives  and  works  in  the  project 
area,  regardless  of  age,  race,  income  or  social  background. 

The  B.R.A.'s  urban  renev/al  activities  have  left  dozens  of  large  and  small 
vacant  lots  throughout  the  project  area,  strevm  with  litter  and  broken 
glass,  after  buildings  v/ere  torn  dovm  to  make  way  for  new  development  and 
no  developers  came  forward  to  rebuild. 

Neighbors  around  these  fallow,  abandoned  lands  despaired  of  ever  seeing 
them  be  more  than  dumping  grounds  for  rubbish  and  havens  for  rats  and  other 
vermin.  Blight  across  the  street  or  on  the  next  corner  seemed  to  be  re- 
flected in  the  ways  other  people  came  to  regard  a  neighborhood. 

The  people  wanted  to  do  something  about  these  dangerous  eyesores  and  about 
the  lov/  morale  that  contributed  to  tiie  neglect.  Food  prices  were  rising 
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beyond  the  reach  of  the  elderly  and  other  residents  on  fixed  incomes. 
Stretches  of  hazardous,  vacant  land,  overgrown  with  weeds  and  covered  with 
debris,  posed  real  threats  to  people  who  lived  near  them.  Increasing  numbers 
of  recent  residents,  predominantly  low-income  people  with  large  famdlies 
from  agrarian  backgrounds ,  began  to  move  into  the  South  End  and  lower  Rox- 
bury.  They  too  looked  for  a  way  to  improve  their  neighborhoods,  meet  their 
neighbors ,  make  their  way  in  a  new  commmiity  and  make  ends  meet  at  the  grocery 
store. 

4  out  of  5  South  End  Garden  Project  con'onunity  garden  sites  are  contiguous  to 
FHA  and/or  BHA  subsidized  housing,  and  the  productive  use  of  these  sites  is 
of  particular  importance  to  lovr-income  individuals  and  families  v;ith  children 
and  the  elderly.  The  pattern  of  development  in  the  South  End  site  project  area 
over  the  past  decade  also  shov.'s  clearly  that  these  sites  are  among  those 
least  likely  to  appeal  to  private  investment  and  development. 

There  are  now. 9  South  End  Garden  Project  community  gardens  and  we  estimate 
upwards  of  150  committed  gardeners  among  our  members.  In  addition  to  the  9 
S.E.G.P.  community  garden  sites  there  are  5  Revival  Gardens  sponsored  by  the 
City  of  Boston  and  paid  for  directly  by  local  property  taxes.  Both  Revival 
Gardens  and  S.E.G.P.  comrriunity  gardens  have  long  v/aiting  lists  of  area 
residents  who  want  to  garden. 

Community  gardens  established  on  land  left  vacant  by  urban  renewal  over  the 
past  five  years  have  brought  together  the  hopes  and  the  hard  work  of 
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a  broad  cross  section  of  the  community,  and  they  promise  to  accomplish  a  lot 
more  in  the  future. 

The  activities  of  the  South  End  Garden  Project,  Inc.  enjoy  broad  coirmunity 
support.  In  the  past  two  years,  for  example,  we  have  successfully  competed 
for  and  obtained  funding  through  the  Community  Development  Block  Grant  pro- 
gram. Vie   have  also  attracted  donations  of  plant  materials,  topsoil  and  soil 
amendments  from  a  wide  variety  of  private  and  commercial  sources.  Our  own 
labor  has  been  supplemented  by  donated  labor  from  community  groups,  CETA, 
and  the  National  Guard. 

With  this  document  v;e  ai"e  enclosing  copies  of  petitions  that  we  s'ubmitted 
to  the  Authority  in  the  fall  of  1978  and  which  are  signed  by  about  400 
residents  of  the  South  End  and  lower  Roxbury,  all  of  whom  urge  tlie  B.R.A. 
to  make  permanent  sites  for  urban  gardening  within  the  South  End  Siue 
Project  area.  We  believe  these  petitions  contain  a  greater  number  of  en- 
dorsements from  area  residents  than  have  been  gathered  and  submitted  to 
the  Authority  by  any  other  local  organization  in  the  commui-ilty.  We  v/anL 
to  point  out  for  the  public  record  that  no  mention  is  made  ani'^-zhere  in  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (April  26)  tliat  the  Authority  received 
these  petitions. 

In  addition  we  would  like  to  state  here  for  the  public  record  that  although 
representatives  of  the  South  End  Garden  Project,  Inc.  have  attended  all 
the  area-v/ide  meetings  and  most  of  the  quadrant  meetings  convened  by  the 
B.R.A.  in  connection  with  its  preparation  of  the  Environmental  lupact  State- 


ment,  the  S.E.G.P.,  Inc.  still  is  nowhere  recognized  in  the  public  documents 
as  a  local  community  organization  participating  in  the  planning  of  the  state- 
ment. 

Though  for  over  a  year  we  have  been  in  constant  contact  both  orally  and  in 
writing  with  representatives  of  South  End  Little  City  Hall  and  v.'ith  officials 
of  the  B.R.A,  ,  and  v/e  have  repeatedly  stated  our  cciumitment  to  work  v/ith 
the  B.R.A.  to  preserve  the  ctirrent  sites  of  community  gardens  and  to  acquire 
new  ones  for  temporary  or  permanent  development  as  community  gardens,  as  of 
this  date  the  Authority  has  declined  to  inform  us  or  to  make  any  comm.itment 
to  us  in  writing  that  vrould  help  us  know  the  fate  of  the  9  existing  sites  or 
to  plan  for  the  future.  This  fact  has  made  it  next  to  impossible  for  us  to 
know  how  to  spend  wisely  the  funding  v;e  have  received  'under  City  Development 
Block  Grant  Year  IV  because  we  "nave  no  way  of  knowing  which  coirimunity  gardens 
will  remain  after  B.R.A.  has  concluded  its  study  and  published  its  recoirinend- 
ations.  Moreover,  not  a  single  one  of  the  existing  gardens  is  mentioned  among 
the  Authority's  "preferred  alternatives"  for  the  future  development  of  open 
space  in  the  project  area. 

We  believe  that  the  most  important  shortcoming  of  the  B.R.A. 's  April  25 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  that  it  seriously  underestimates 
the  extent  of  community  support  for  establishing  permanent  sites  for  urban 
gardening  in  the  project  area. 
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Albert  »°°,  ^   ^   ',  .  May  10,  1979 

Office  of  Federal  Relations  ' 

Room  960 

City  Hall 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

Re:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal 
Project  (  Mass  R-56  ).  Financial  Settlement:  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority/ 
U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

Dear  Mr.  Horn: 

The  Draft  SIS  states  in  its  introduction  that  its  purpose  is  to  assess  the 
impact  of  the  Financial  Settlement  actions  by  the  BRA,  to  compare  actual  with 
planned  accomplishments  of  urban  renewal  in  the  South  End,  and  to  explore 
alternative  reuse  strategies  for  19  major  reuse  parcels  which  were  selected 
from  the  112  parcels  which  remain  to  be  conveyed  for  development  due  to  their 
large  size  and  to  the  numerous  questions  which  surround  their  future  disposition. 

The  proposed  207  unit  housing  project  under  HUD's  Section  8  Rental  Subsidy  Program 
known  as  Vivicndas  La  Victoria  II,  which  is  being  carried  out  under  the  South  End 
Urban  Renewal  Plan,  is  located  on  a  9  acre  site  in  the  center  of  the  South  End. 
The  parcels  which  comprise  this  area  have  not  yet  been  conveyed  to  the 
developer  and  combine  to  form  one  of  the  largest  redevelopment  areas  in  the 
South  End.  They  are  clearly  major  reuse  parcels.  ITie  proposed  development 
represents  a  significant  change  from  the  origional  urban  renewal  plan,  which 
contemplated  a  mixed  use  of  the  site.  In  addition,  the  development  requires  the 
demolition  of  15  buildings,  8  of  which  are  brick  Victorian  townhouses  in  the 
South  End  Historical  District,  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places,  would  result  in  the  closing  of  several  streets  through  the  area,  and 
would  increase  the  population  density  by  over  800  people  while  consuming 
scarce  open  space.  Tne  development  is  certainly  controversial  as  both  the  SRA 
and  HUD  are  currently  enjoined  from  proceeding  with  site  clearance  pending 
further  order  of  Federal  District  Court  as  a  result  of  legal  action  undertaken 
by  a  number  of  neighborhood  residents. 

While  the  Draft  £15  mentions  several  parcels  which  have  been  deleted  from  the 
proposed  development  site,  there  has  been  no  assessment  of  the  proposed 
development  Itself  with  regard  to  its  impact  on,  among  other  things,  the 
economic  base  and  employment,  fiscal  effects,  community  facilities  and  aervicea, 
transportation  facilities,  open  space,  urban  design  and  historic  values, 
community  character,  consistancy  with  the  origional  urban  renewal  plan,  ecosystems, 
and  the  findings  and  revised  policies  set  forth  in  the  report  entitled  Subsidized 
Housing  in  the  South  End  (  BRA,  April,  1978  ). 

We  urge  you  to  consider  this  major  deficiency  in  the  Draft  EIS  and  to  include 
a  thorough  assessment  of  this  development  in  your  financial  settlement  with 
HUD. 

Sincerely,   ^ 

cc:  Kevin  H.  Vnite,  Mayor  y  >!^'-C^l^<!ij^'-<^-^ 

Wallace  Stickney,  Director,  EEIO,  EPA  Region  I     A  ^^l   i.     n    '1/ ,• L.  /["  J    ■ 

Robert  J.  Ryan,  Director,  BRA  /J-TX^::^  ^,iui^^^nhn-c^j^^.x:^ 

1     Patricia  R.  Harris,  Secretary,  HUD  (/ 
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Albert  Horn  May  10,  1979 

Office  of  Federal  Relaiiona 
Rocjm  960 
City  Hall 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

Se:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal 
Project  (  Mass  R-56  ),  Financial  Settlement:  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority/ 
U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

Dear  Mr.  Horn: 

The  Draft  EIS  states  in  its  introduction  that  its  purpose  is  to  assess  the 
impact  of  the  Financial  Settlement  actions  by  the  BRA,  to  compare  actual  with 
planned  accomplishments  of  urban  renewal  in  the  South  End,  and  to  explore 
alternative  reuse  strategies  for  19  major  reuse  parcels  which  were  selected 
from  the  112  parcels  which  remain  to  be  conveyed  for  development  due  to  their 
large  size  and  to  the  numerous  questions  which  surround  their  future  disposition. 

The  proposed  207  unit  housing  project  under  HUD's  Section  8  Rental  Subsidy  Program 
known  as  Viviendas  La  Victoria  II,  which  is  being  carried  out  under  the  South  End 
Urban  Renewal  Plan,  is  located  on  a  9  acre  site  in  the  center  of  the  South  End. 
The  parcels  which  comprise  this  area  have  not  yet  been  conveyed  to  the 
developer  and  combine  to  form  one  of  the  largest  redevelopment  areas  in  the 
South  End.  They  are  clearly  major  reuse  parcels.  The  proposed  development 
represents  a  significant  change  from  the  origional  urban  renewal  plan,  which 
contemplated  a  mixed  use  of  the  site.  In  addition,  the  development  requires  the 
demolition  of  15  buildings,  8  of  which  are  brick  Victorian  townhouses  In  the 
South  End  Historical  District,  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places,  would  result  in  the  closing  of  several  streets  through  the  area,  and 
would  increase  the  population  density  by  over  800  people  while  consuming 
scarce  open  space.  The  development  is  certainly  controversial  as  both  the  BRA 
and  HUD  are  currently  enjoined  from  proceeding  with  site  clearance  pending 
further  order  of  Federal  District  Court  as  a  result  of  legal  action  undertaken 
by  a  nximber  of  neighborhood  residents. 

While  the  Draft  EIS  mentions  several  parcels  which  have  been  deleted  from  the 
proposed  development  site,  there  has  been  no  assessment  of  the  proposed 
development  itself  with  regard  to  its  impact  on,  among  other  things,  the 
economic  base  and  employment,  fiscal  effects,  community  facilities  and  services, 
transportation  facilities,  open  space,  urban  design  and  historic  values, 
community  character,  consistancy  with  the  origional  urban  renewal  plan,  ecosystems, 
and  the  findings  and  revised  policies  set  forth  in  the  report  entitled  Subsidized 
Housin;;;  in  the  South  End  (  BRA,  April,  1978  ). 

We  urge  you  to  consider  this  major  deficiency  in  the  Draft  EIS  and  to  include 
a  thorough  assessment  of  this  development  in  your  financial  settlement  with 
HUD. 


Sincere 


Kevin  H.   White,    Mayor  /         '^    C]        If 
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Albert  Hon  Hay   10.    1979 

Office  of  Federal  Relations 

Room  960 

City  Hall 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

Re:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal 
Project  (  Mass  R-56  ).  Financial  Settlement:  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority/ 
U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

Dear  Mr.  Horn: 

The  Draft  EIS  states  in  its  introduction  that  its  purpose  is  to  assess  the 
impact  of  the  Financial  Settlement  actions  by  the  BRA,  to  compare  actual  with 
planned  accomplishments  of  urban  renewal  in  the  South  End,  and  to  explore 
alternative  reuse  strategies  for  19  major  reuse  parcels  which  were  selected 
from  the  112  parcels  which  remain  to  be  conveyed  for  development  due  to  their 
large  size  and  to  the  n\jmerous  questions  which  surround  their  future  disposition. 

The  proposed  207  unit  housing  project  under  HUD's  Section  8  Rental  Subsidy  Program 
known  as  Viviendas  La  Victoria  II,  which  is  being  carried  out  under  the  South  End 
Urban  Renewal  Plan,  is  located  on  a  9  acre  site  in  the  center  of  the  South  End. 
The  parcels  which  comprise  this  area  have  not  yet  been  conveyed  to  the 
developer  and  combine  to  form  one  of  the  largest  redevelopment  axeas  in  the 
South  End.  They  are  clearly  major  reuse  parcels.  The  proposed  development 
represents  a  significant  change  from  the  origional  urban  renewal  plan,  which 
contemplated  a  mixed  use  of  the  site.  In  addition,  the  development  requires  the 
demolition  of  15  buildings,  8  of  which  are  brick  Victorian  townhouses  In  the 
South  End  Historical  District,  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places,  would  result  in  the  closing  of  several  streets  through  the  area,  and 
would  increase  the  population  density  by  over  800  people  while  consuming 
scarce  open  space.  The  development  is  certainly  controversial  as  both  the  BPjV 
and  HUD  are  currently  enjoined  from  proceeding  with  site  clearance  pending 
further  order  of  Federal  District  Court  as  a  result  of  legal  action  undertaken 
by  a  number  of  neighborhood  residents. 

While  the  Draft  EIS  mentions  several  parcels  which  have  been  deleted  from  the 
proposed  development  site,  there  has  been  no  assessment  of  the  proposed 
development  itself  with  regard  to  its  impact  on,  among  other  things,  the 
economic  base  and  employment,  fiscal  effects,  community  facilities  and  services, 
transportation  facilities,  open  space,  urban  design  and  historic  values, 
community  character,  consistancy  with  the  origional  urban  renewal  plan,  ecosystems, 
and  the  findings  and  revised  policies  set  forth  in  the  report  entitled  Subsidized 
Kouslng  in  the  South  End  (  BRA,  April,  19  78  ). 

We  urge  you  to  consider  this  major  deficiency  in  the  Draft  EIS  and  to  include 
a  thorough  assessment  of  this  development  in  your  financial  settlement  with 
HUD. 


Sincerely, 


n)crx^o^  ^  '\J^^y^, 


Kevin  H.  White,  Mayor  <-^  ''"/'.         -  ^     y       i/ 

Wallace  Stickney,  Director,  EEIO,  EPA  Region  I         ^C^jCc^rc  /.^^L^O  * CA^VCX 
Robert  J.  Ryan,  Director,  BRA  Donald  dJ   Kerr 

Patricia  R.  Harris,  Secretary,  HUD  West  Concord  Street 

Homeowners  Assn. 
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Albert  Hot  ^   ,^q  j^g^g 

Office  of  Federal  Relations 

Room  960 

City  Hall 

Beaton,  Massachusetts  02201 

Re:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal 
Project  (  Mass  R-56  ).  Financial  Settlement:  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority/ 
U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

Dear  Mr.  Horn: 

The  Draft  EIS  states  in  its  introduction  that  its  purpose  is  to  assess  the 
impact  of  the  Financial  Settlement  actions  by  the  BRA,  to  compare  actual  with 
planned  accomplishments  of  urban  renewal  in  the  South  End,  and  to  explore 
alternative  reuse  strategies  for  19  major  reuse  parcels  which  were  selected 
from  the  112  parcels  which  remain  to  be  conveyed  for  development  due  to  their 
large  size  and  to  the  numerous  questions  which  surround  their  future  disposition. 

The  proposed  207  unit  housing  project  under  HUD's  Section  8  Rental  Subsidy  Program 
known  as  Viviendas  La  Victoria  II,  which  is  being  carried  out  under  the  South  End 
Urban  Renewal  Plan,  ia  located  on  a  9  acre  site  in  the  center  of  the  South  End. 
The  parcels  which  comprise  this  area  have  not  yet  been  conveyed  to  the 
developer  and  combine  to  form  one  of  the  largest  redevelopment  areas  in  the 
South  End.  They  are  clearly  major  reuse  parcels.  The  proposed  development 
represents  a  significant  change  from  the  origional  urban  renewal  plan,  which 
contemplated  a  mixed  use  of  the  site.  In  addition,  the  development  requires  the 
demolition  of  15  buildings,  8  of  which  are  brick  Victorian  townhouses  In  the 
South  End  Historical  District,  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places,  would  result  in  the  closing  of  several  streets  through  the  area,  and 
would  increase  the  population  density  by  over  800  people  while  consuming 
scarce  open  space.  The  development  is  certainly  controversial  as  both  the  BRA 
and  HUD  are  currently  enjoined  from  proceeding  with  site  clearance  pending 
further  order  of  Federal  District  Court  as  a  result  of  legal  action  undertaken 
by  a  nximber  of  neighborhood  residents. 

While  the  Draft  EIS  mentions  several  parcels  which  have  been  deleted  from  the 
proposed  development  site,  there  has  been  no  assessment  of  the  proposed 
development  Itself  with  regard  to  its  impact  on,  among  other  things,  the 
economic  base  and  employment,  fiscal  effects,  community  facilities  and  services, 
transportation  facilities,  open  space,  urban  design  and  historic  values, 
community  character,  consistancy  with  the  origional  urban  renewal  plan,  ecosystems, 
and  the  findings  and  revised  policies  set  forth  in  the  report  entitled  Subsidized 
Housing  in  the  South  End  (  BRA,  April,  19  78  ). 

We  urge  you  to  consider  this  major  deficiency  in  the  Draft  EIS  and  to  include 
a  thorough  assessment  of  this  development  in  your  financial  settlement  with 
HUD. 


T^'(^, 


pK^^, 


Kevin  H.  White,  Mayor  f/  Joseph  E  »cCallion 

Wallace  Stickney,  Director,  EEIO,  EPA  Region  I        35  Worcester  Square 
Robert  J.  Ryan,  Director,  BRA  Worcester  Square  Assn 

Patricia  R.  Harris,  Secretary,  HUD 
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Albert  ^""^  ^   ,  ^  ,   ^  M^y  10,  1979 

Ofrice  of  Federal  Relations 

Room  960 

City  Hall 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

Re:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statecsnt  for  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal 
Project  (  Maas  R-56  ).  Financial  Settlement:  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority/ 
U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

Dear  Mr.  Horn: 

The  Draft  EIS  states  in  its  introduction  that  its  purpose  is  to  assess  the 
impact  of  the  Financial  Settlement  actions  by  the  BRA,  to  compare  actual  vith 
planned  accomplishments  of  urban  renewal  in  the  South  End,  and  to  explore 
alternative  reuse  strategies  for  19  major  reuse  parcels  which  were  selected 
from  the  112  parcels  which  remain  to  be  conveyed  for  development  due  to  their 
large  size  and  to  the  numerous  questions  which  surround  their  future  disposition. 

The  proposed  207  unit  housing  project  under  HUD's  Section  8  Rental  Subsidy  Program 
known  as  Viviendas  La  Victoria  II,  which  is  being  carried  out  under  the  South  End 
Urban  Renewal  Plan,  is  located  on  a  9  acre  site  in  the  center  of  the  South  End. 
The  parcels  which  comprise  this  area  have  not  yet  been  conveyed  to  the 
developer  and  combine  to  form  one  of  the  largest  redevelopment  areas  in  the 
South  End.  They  are  clearly  major  reuse  paresis.  The  proposed  development 
represents  a  significant  change  from  the  origional  urban  renewal  plan,  which 
contejriplated  a  mixed  use  of  the  site.  In  addition,  the  development  requires  the 
demolition  of  15  buildings,  8  of  which  are  brick  Victorian  townhouaes  in  the 
South  End  Historical  District,  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places,  would  result  in  the  closing  of  several  streets  through  the  area,  and 
would  increase  the  population  density  by  over  800  people  while  consuming 
scarce  open  space.  The  development  is  certainly  controversial  as  both  the  ERA 
and  HUD  are  currently  enjoined  from  proceeding  with  site  clearance  pending 
further  order  of  Federal  District  Court  as  a  result  of  legal  action  undertaken 
by  a  number  of  neighborhood  residents. 

While  the  Draft  EIS  mentions  several  parcels  which  have  been  deleted  from  the 
proposed  development  site,  there  has  been  no  assessment  of  the  proposed 
development  itself  with  regard  to  its  impact  on,  among  other  things,  the 
economic  base  and  employment,  fiscal  effects,  community  facilities  and  services, 
transportation  facilities,  open  space,  urban  design  and  historic  values, 
community  character,  consistancy  with  the  origional  urban  renewal  plan,  ecosystems, 
and  the  findings  and  revised  policies  set  forth  in  the  report  entitled  Subsidized 
Housinsz  in  the  South  End  (  BRA,  April,  1973  ), 

We  urge  you  to  consider  this  major  deficiency  in  the  Draft  EIS  and  to  include 
*  thorough  assessment  of  this  development  in  your  financial  settlement  with 
HUD. 

Sincerely, 

cc:  Kevin  H.  White,  Mayor  ^  '[    175  West  Brookline  Street 

Wallace  Stickney,  Director,  EEIO,  EPA  Region  I 
Robert  J.  Ryan,  Director,  BRA 
Patricia  R.  Harris,  Secretary,  HUD 
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Albert  Han  May  10,  1979 

Office  of  Federal  Relations 

Room  960 

City  Hall 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

Re:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal 
Project  (  Mass  R-56  ).  Financial  Settlenent:  Bcaton  Redevalopnent  Authority/ 
U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

Dear  Mr.  Horn: 

The  Draft  EIS  states  in  its  introduction  that  its  purpose  is  to  assess  the 
impact  of  the  Financial  Settlement  actions  by  the  BRA,  to  compare  actual  with 
planned  accomplishments  of  urban  renewal  in  the  South  End,  and  to  explore 
alternative  reuse  strategies  for  19  major  reuse  parcels  which  were  selected 
from  the  112  parcels  which  remain  to  be  conveyed  for  development  due  to  their 
large  size  and  to  the  numerous  questions  which  surround  their  future  disposition. 

The  proposed  207  unit  housing  project  under  HUD' a  Section  8  Rental  Subsidy  Program 
known  as  Viviendas  La  Victoria  II,  which  is  being  carried  out  under  the  South  End 
Urban  Renewal  Plan,  is  located  on  a  9  acre  site  in  the  center  of  the  South  End. 
The  parcels  which  comprise  this  area  have  not  yet  been  conveyed  to  the 
developer  and  combine  to  form  one  of  the  largest  redevelopment  areas  in  the 
South  End.  They  are  clearly  major  reuse  parcels.  The  proposed  development 
represents  a  significant  change  from  the  origional  urban  renewal  plan,  which 
contemplated  a  mixed  use  of  the  site.  In  addition,  the  development  requires  the 
demolition  of  15  buildings,  8  of  which  are  brick  Victorian  towtihouses  in  the 
South  End  Historical  District,  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places,  would  result  in  the  closing  of  several  streets  through  the  area,  and 
would  increase  the  population  density  by  over  300  people  while  consuming 
scarce  open  space.  The  development  is  certainly  controversial  as  both  the  BRA 
and  HUD  are  currently  enjoined  from  proceeding  with  site  clearance  pending 
further  order  of  Federal  District  Court  as  a  result  of  legal  action  undertaken 
by  a  number  of  neighborhood  residents. 

While  the  Draft  EIS  mentions  several  parcels  which  have  been  deleted  from  the 
proposed  development  site,  there  has  been  no  assessment  of  the  proposed 
development  itself  with  regard  to  its  impact  on,  among  other  things,  the 
economic  base  and  employment,  fiscal  effects,  community  facilities  and  services, 
transportation  facilities,  open  space,  urban  design  and  historic  values, 
community  character,  consistancy  with  the  origional  urban  renewal  plan,  ecosystems, 
and  the  findings  and  revised  policies  set  forth  in  the  report  entitled  Subsidized 
Housing  in  the  South  End  (  BRA,  April,  19  78  ), 

We  urge  you  to  consider  this  major  deficiency  in  the  Draft  EIS  and  to  include 
a  thorough  assessment  of  this  development  in  your  financial  settlement  with 
HUD. 

Sincerely, 

cc:  Ke'/ln  H.  White,  Mayor  ^5  West  Newto/(/ Street 

Wallace  Stickney,  Director,  EEIO,  EPA  Region  I       ^O'^^  Squares  Neighoorhood  Assn 
Robert  J.  Ryan,  Director,  BRA 
Patricia  R.  Harris,  Secretary,  HUD 
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34 
Albert  Hcoi 

Office  of  Federal  Relationa 

Room  960 

City  HaII  '   ,.  .^   . 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201  '^'^^   ^  -  "^^'^ 

Ee:  Draft  Environmental  In:pact  Statement  ^'et^'tJi^^SiiirJrfSSi^L'^p^f^  Renewal 
Project  (  Haas  R-56  ).  Financial  Settlement :Offi^Sfi  IfeJidgfRgJ^gcjment  Authority/ 
U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

Dear  Mr.  Horn: 

The  Draft  EIS  states  in  its  introduction  that  its  purpose  is  to  assess  the 
impact  of  the  Financial  Settlement  actions  by  the  BRA,  to  compare  actual  with 
planned  accomplishments  of  urban  renewal  in  the  South  End,  and  to  explore 
alternative  reuse  strategies  for  19  major  reuse  parcels  which  were  selected 
from  the  112  parcels  which  remain  to  be  conveyed  for  development  due  to  their 
large  size  and  to  the  numerous  questions  which  surround  their  future  disposition- 

The  proposed  20  7  unit  housing  project  under  HUD's  Section  8  Rental  Subsidy  Program 
known  as  Viviendas  La  Victoria  II,  which  is  being  carried  out  under  the  South  End 
Urban  Renewal  Plan,  is  located  on  a  9  acre  site  in  the  center  of  the  South  End. 
The  parcels  which  comprise  this  area  have  not  yet  been  conveyed  to  the 
developer  and  combine  to  form  one  of  the  largest  redevelopment  areas  in  the 
South  End.  They  are  clearly  major  reuse  parcels.  The  proposed  development 
represents  a  significant  change  from  the  origional  urban  renewal  plan,  which 
contemplated  a  mixed  use  of  the  site.  In  addition,  the  development  requires  the 
demolition  of  15  buildings,  8  of  which  are  brick  Victorian  townhouaes  in  the 
South  End  Historical  District,  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places,  would  result  in  the  closing  of  several  streets  through  the  area,  and 
would  increase  the  population  density  by  over  800  people  while  consiiming 
scarce  open  apace.  The  development  is  certainly  controversial  as  both  the  3R.\ 
and  HUD  are  currently  enjoined  from  proceeding  with  site  clearance  pending 
further  order  of  Federal  District  Court  as  a  result  of  legal  action  undertaken 
by  a  number  of  neighborhood  residents. 

While  the  Draft  EIS  mentions  several  parcels  which  have  been  deleted  from  the 
proposed  development  site,  there  has  been  no  assessment  of  the  proposed 
development  itself  with  regard  to  its  impact  on,  among  other  things,  the 
economic  base  and  employment,  fiscal  effects,  community  facilities  and  services, 
transportation  facilities,  open  space,  urban  design  and  historic  values, 
community  character,  consistancy  with  the  origional  urban  renewal  plan,  ecosystems, 
and  the  findings  and  revised  policies  set  forth  in  the  report  entitled  Subsidized 
Housing  in  the  South  End  (  BRA,  April,  1978  ), 

We  urge  you  to  consider  this  major  deficiency  in  the  Draft  EIS  and  to  include 
a  thorough  assessment  of  this  development  in  your  financial  settlement  with 
HUD. 


Kevin  H.  White,  Mayor  \Heribe|tQ^_^^£e>aer 

Wallace  Stickney,  Director,  EEIO,  EPA  Region  I  ^^^^^TS?       ^c  i  .r. 

^bert  J.  Ryan,  Director,  BRA  South  End  Historical  Society 

Patricia  R.  Harris,  Secretary,  HUD 
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Office  of  Federal  Relations  ■'    ' 

Room  960 

City  Hall 

Boston,  Hassachusetta  02201 

Re:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal 
Project  (  Mass  R-56  ).  Financial  Settlement:  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority/ 
U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

Dear  Mr.  Horn: 

The  Draft  EIS  states  in  its  introduction  that  its  purpose  is  to  assess  the 
impact  of  the  Financial  Settlement  actions  by  the  BRA,  to  compare  actual  with 
planned  accomplishments  of  urban  renewal  in  the  South  End,  and  to  explore 
alternative  reuse  strategies  for  19  major  reuse  parcels  which  were  selected 
from  the  112  parcels  which  remain  to  be  conveyed  for  development  due  to  their 
large  size  and  to  the  numerous  questions  which  surround  their  future  disposition. 

The  proposed  207  unit  housing  project  under  HUD's  Section  8  Rental  Subsidy  Program 
known  as  Viviendas  La  Victoria  II,  which  is  being  carried  out  under  the  South  End 
Urban  Renewal  Plan,  is  located  on  a  9  acre  site  in  the  center  of  the  South  End. 
The  parcels  which  comprise  this  area  have  not  yet  been  conveyed  to  the 
developer  and  combine  to  form  one  of  the  largest  redevelopment  areas  in  the 
South  End.  They  are  clearly  major  reuse  parcels.  The  proposed  development 
represents  a  significant  change  from  the  origional  urban  renewal  plan,  which 
contemplated  a  mixed  use  of  the  site.  In  addition,  the  development  requires  the 
demolition  of  15  buildings,  8  of  which  are  brick  Victorian  townhousea  in  the 
South  End  Historical  District,  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places,  would  result  in  the  closing  of  several  streets  through  the  area,  and 
would  increase  the  population  density  by  over  800  people  while  consuming 
scarce  open  space.  The  development  is  certainly  controversial  as  both  the  BRA 
and  HUD  are  currently  enjoined  from  proceeding  with  site  clearance  pending 
further  order  of  Federal  District  Court  as  a  result  of  legal  action  undertaken 
by  a  number  of  neighborhood  residents. 

While  the  Draft  EIS  mentions  several  parcels  which  have  been  deleted  from  the 
proposed  development  site,  there  has  been  no  assessment  of  the  proposed 
development  itself  with  regard  to  its  impact  on,  among  other  things,  the 
economic  base  and  employment,  fiscal  effects,  community  facilities  and  services, 
transportation  facilities,  open  space,  urban  design  and  historic  values, 
community  character,  consistancy  with  the  origional  urban  renewal  plan,  ecosystems, 
and  the  findings  and  revised  policies  set  forth  in  the  report  entitled  Subsidized 
Housing  in  the  South  End  (  BRA,  April,  1978  ). 

We  urge  you  to  consider  this  major  deficiency  in  the  Draft  EIS  and  to  include 
a  thorough  assessment  of  this  development  in  your  financial  settlement  with 
HUD. 


Kevin  H.  White,  Mayor  ^  . 

Wallace  Stickney,  Director,  EEIO,  EPA  Region  I  ^^ y. 

Robert  J.  Ryan,  Director,  BRA  /y'        ■^'^-             —^'2C^ 

Patricia  R.  Harris,  Secretary,  HUD  ^/p>:^-T2^^'-yZ^  ^y^^<><- 
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Albert  Hot  ^        ^q    ^^gyg 

Office  of  Federal  Relations 

Room  960 

City  Hall 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

Re:  Draft  Environniental  Impact  Statement  for  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal 
Project  (  Mass  R-56  ).  Financial  Settlement:  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority/ 
U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

Dear  Mr.  Horn: 

The  Draft  EIS  states  in  its  introduction  that  its  purpose  is  to  assess  the 
impact  of  the  Financial  Settlement  actions  by  the  BRA,  to  compare  actual  with 
planned  accomplishments  of  urban  renewal  in  the  South  End,  and  to  explore 
alternative  reuse  strategies  for  19  major  reuse  parcels  which  were  selected 
from  the  112  parcels  which  remain  to  be  conveyed  for  development  due  to  their 
large  size  and  to  the  numerous  questions  which  surround  their  future  dispositicn. 

The  proposed  207  unit  housing  project  under  HUD's  Section  8  Rental  Subsidy  Program 
known  as  Viviendas  La  Victoria  II,  which  is  being  carried  out  under  the  South  End 
Urban  Renewal  Plen,  is  located  on  a  9  acre  site  in  the  center  of  the  South  End. 
The  parcels  which  comprise  this  area  have  not  yet  been  conveyed  to  the 
developer  and  combine  to  form  one  of  the  largest  redevelopment  areas  in  the 
South  End.  They  are  clearly  major  reuse  parcels.  The  proposed  development 
represents  a  significant  change  from  the  origional  urban  renewal  plan,  which 
contemplated  a  mixed  use  of  the  site.  In  addition,  the  development  requires  the 
demolition  of  15  buildings,  8  of  which  are  brick  Victorian  townhouses  in  the 
South  End  Historical  District,  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places,  would  result  in  the  closing  of  several  streets  through  the  area,  and 
would  increase  the  population  density  by  over  800  people  while  consuming 
scarce  open  space.  The  development  is  certainly  controversial  as  both  the  BRA 
and  HUD  are  currently  enjoined  from  proceeding  with  site  clearance  pending 
further  order  of  Federal  District  Court  as  a  result  of  legal  action  undertaken 
by  a  number  of  neighborhood  residents. 

While  the  Draft  EIS  mentions  several  parcels  which  have  been  deleted  from  the 
proposed  development  site,  there  has  been  no  assessment  of  the  proposed 
development  itself  with  regard  to  its  impact  on,  among  other  things,  the 
economic  base  and  emplo>-ment,  fiscal  effects,  community  facilities  and  services, 
transportation  facilities,  open  space,  urban  design  and  historic  values, 
community  character,  consistency  with  the  origional  urban  renewal  plan,  ecosystems, 
and  the  findings  and  revised  policies  set  forth  in  the  report  entitled  Subsidized 
Housing  in  the  South  End  (  BRA,  April,  1978  ). 

We  urge  you  to  consider  this  major  deficiency  in  the  Draft  EIS  and  to  include 
a  thorough  assessment  of  this  development  in  your  financial  settlement  with 
HUD. 

Sincerely, 

J60ptonStreet 
cc:  Kevin  H.  White,  Mayor  ^^   />      ^ 

Wallace  Stickney,  Director,  EEIO,  EPA  Region  I        3<^-<^  ^<l<!^_ 
Robert  J.  Ryan,  Director,  BRA  34  l/pton  Street 

Patricia  R.  Harris,  Secretary,  HUD 
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r  Roxbur/  Coaliticn  For  A  Communip/  Land  Trust  Incorporated 
ar.vick  Strest        Roxbur/,  Massachusens  02120 


Foreman  P-esidsnt 

en  Jackson  Vies  President 

Ramsey  Secretary 

1  T.  Leonard  Treasurer 


lichard  Hall 

jn  Redevolpment  Authority 

7  Hall  Suiiare 

311,  MA  02201 


)-k.  Hall: 


>iay  11,   19  "9 


•s  '.vTiting  ycu  to  bring  to  your  attention  t*  *ite-  inaccurats  designations  contained  in 
iOUTTi  5;\i3  £^A/•IRC^EMT■U  riPACT-  STATBENT. 

:irst  close  out  meeting  in  Lower  Roxbury  was  called  through  United  Neighbors  and  the 
}n  RedevopLaent  Authorir/  Consultants  on  May  IS,   1978, 

after  this  a  Lower  Ro:our;/  Coalition  was  forr.ed  in  order  to  represent  this 
•  Roxbur/  Neighborhood  concerning  the  Land  Development  in  our  area. 

crganication  replaced  United  Neighbors  of  Lower  Roxbur/   (  ^defunct  organization  ) 
!oke-persons  for  our  Community  at  all  close  out  meetings. 

Jfficial  Communication  since  that  time  was  sent  under  the  Lower  Roxbur>*  Coalition  for 
miunity  Land  Trust  Incorporated. 

!W  formally  request  that  all  3R.-i.  maps,  material,  printouts   and  etc.,  be  updated 

■cing  LYiited  Neighbors  with  the  Lower  Roxbur/'  Coalition  for  a  Communir/  Land  Trast  Inc. 

e  notify/  us  when  this  has  been  acted  uron. 


•rely 


.  Foreman 
dent  -  LRCCTI 
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:0 :  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

'ROM:  Claremont  Neighborhood  Association 

IE:  Written  Coraiaents  on  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

DATE:  May  17,  1979 


The  Claremont  Neighborhood  Association  covers  the  area  from 
lorthampton  Street  to  Rutland  Square  and  from  the  New  York, 
lew  Haven  and  Hartford  railroad  tracks  to  Tremont  Street  (Odd 
lumbered  side  only) .   The  Claremont  Neighborhood  Association 
;overs  the  largest  area  of  all  the  neighborhood  associations  in 
:he  South  End.   Our  comments  herein  will  be  limited  to  the 
[nfill  Housing  on  Worcester  Street  which  is  referred  to  as  parcel 
IE-2B  and  the  parcels  on  Mass.  Ave.  between  the  railroad  tracks 
md  Columbus  Ave.  and  the  parcels  on  the  corner  of  Columbus  Ave. 
ind  Mass.  Ave.    These  latter  parcels  will  be  referred  to 
:ollectively  as  Parcel  SE-1. 

Before  we  deal  with  the  recornmendations  contained  in  the 
)raft  EIS,  we  v/ould  like  to  make  a  few  comments  on  the  so-called 
'public  hearing"  held  on  April  25,  1979.   The  "public  hearing" 
/hich  was  scheduled  to  begin  at  7:30  p.m.  did  not  begin  until 
i:00  p.m.   The  BRA's  consultants  who  have  worked  on  this  project 
ior  over  one  year  took  up  nearly  the  entire  first  hour  before 
"urning  the  meeting  to  public  comments.   Each  resident  who 
;poke  was  restricted to  3  minutes  and  after  approximately  one  hour 
mly  about  half  of  the  individuals  who  wanted  to  speak  were  abl  \ 
>;odo  so.   The  meeting  was  adjourned  because  the  "janitor  wanted 
):o  go  home."   There  is  absolutely  no  excuse  for  conducting  the 
i)ublic  hearing  in  this  manner.   The  BRA's  consultants  take  all 
■.he  time  they  want  to  analyze  and  study  the  problem  -  they  give 
:he  community  one  hour  to  make  their  comments.   We  think  this 
3  outrageous.   If  the  BRA (and  its  consultants)  are  so  keenly 
nterested  in  obtaining  community  input  for  the  EIS  (See  pages 
2  to  13  of  the  Draft  EIS)  ,  then  they  should  be  v^illing  to  listen 
0  the  community  for  more  than  one  hour  at  a  public  meeting, 
'e  do  not  wish  to  belabor  this  point,  but  we  specifically 
•equest  that  the  BRA  schedule  a  second  (and  a  third  and  fourth, 
f  necessary)  meeting  to  continue  the  review  of  the  Draft  EIS. 

VJhile  on  the  same  subject  of  meetings,  we  would  also  reiterate 
ther  items  raised  at  the  public  hearing  -  namely  the  quality  of 
he  notices  distributed  announcing  the  meetings  and  the  availability 
f  the  Draft  EIS.   The  notices  (including  the  notices  of  the 
uadrant  Meetings)  failed  to  convey  to  residents  of  average 
ntelligence  what  was  going  on.   These  notices  must  be  drastically 
hanged  if  they  are  going  to  provide  meaningful  noitce  to  South 
nd  residents.   The  BRA  should  provide  more  copies  of  the  Draft  EIS 
r  the  Summary  to  residents. 
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Parcel  RE  -  2B 

We  agree  with  the  recornmendation  that  there  be  new  residential 
housing  built  on  this  parcel.   We  also  agree  that  with  adequate 
space  for  gardens  and  off-street  parking,  the  niimber  of  units 
should  not  exceed  twenty.   We  disagree  on  the  recorainendation  to  the 
extent  that  "market  rate  housing"  means  housing  that  cannot  be 
afforded  by  residents  of  the  South  End.   If  market  rate  housing 
means  that  the  apartments  will  be  built  to  attract  wealthy  tenants 
from  outside  the  South  End,  then  we  disagree  with  the  Draft  EIS . 

We  suggest  that  the  BRA  attempt  to  provide  Icvz-priced  (or 
subsidized)  owner  occupied  buildings  on  this  lot.   This  could  be 
done  through  subsidized  condominiums  -  or  if  necessary  -  sub- 
sidized rental  housing.   We  favor  owner  -  occupied  housing, 
however  that  may  be  achieved.   If  there  is  any  method  (i.e.  sweat 
equity  or  similar  program)  v/hich  could  accom.plish  this  goal  we 
think  the  BRA  should  pursue  this  course  of  action.   We  do  not 
favor  large  apartments  on  this  parcel  and  suggest  that  one  or  two 
bedroom,  units  should  be  built. 


■Parcel  SE-1,  etc. 


We  agree  with  the  Draft  EIS  recommendation  that  these  parcels 
should  be  rehabilitated  and  used  for  residential  housing.   We   ', 
disagree  with  the  Draft  in  three  areas. 

First,  we  do  not  belie^'e  that  the  ground  floor  commercial 
Jse  should  be  limited  to  existing  buildings.   With  the  relocation 
if  the  Orange  Line  this  area  of  Mass.  Ave.  will  be  heavily 
:raveled.   V7e  think  that  this  foot  traffic  will  support  a  number 
3f  small  businesses  which  will  enhance  the  neighborhood.   We  have 
recommended  that  a  drug  store,  a  bank,  a  shoemaker,  a  bakery,  a 
beauty  parlor  or  barber  shop  and  a  small  restaurant  would  all  be 
relcorae  additions  to  the  neighborhood.   V7e  suggest  that  the  Draft 
i!IS  designate  at  least  six  of  these  buildings  as  being  suitable 
•Or  ground  floor  commercial  development.   We  are  opposed,  however, 
-0  any  bars  or  liquor  stores  in  these  buildings.   We  have  plenty 
■'f  those  already. 

Second,  we  think  that  the  housing  in  these  buildings  should 
'S  affordable  to  the  local  residents.   This  means  that  there  should 
'S  a  mixture  of  income  levels  represented  in  these  buildings:   25% 
'f  lev/  income;  50%  moderate  income  level;  and  25%  market  rents.   We 
■Iso  recommend  that  the  apartments  be  limited  to  one  and  two  bedroom 
■partments . 
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Thirdly,  we  recommend  that  if  the  developer  cannot  obtain 
financing  under  the  subsidized  rent  program  (Section  8) ,  that 
the  BRA  consider  selling  individual  parcels  for  rehabilitation 
by  ov/ner  -  occupiers.   We  recommend  that  there  be  some  develop- 
ment work  on  these  buildings  similar  to  the  Frankie  O'Day  block 
Dn  Col-umbus  Avenue  and  that  first  preference  be  given  to  people 
rfho  have  been  displaced  from  the  South  End  by  the  BRA.   Again 
this  would  involve,  some  kind  of  sweat  equity  program  or  other- 
wise HUD  financed  so  that  working  class  people  can  afford  to 
ouv  their  own  homes. 


569-573  Coliambus  Ave 


This  parcel  was  not  covered  by  the  Draft  EIS .   However,  the 
Zlaremont  Neighborhood  Association  is  vitally  interested  in  this 
parcel.   It  is  our  understanding  that  USES  has  sought  developer 
iesignation  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  housing  for  the 
elderly  on  this  site.   V7e  have  also  been  informed  that  the  BRA 
refuses  to  consider  designating  USES  because  they  will  not 
iesignate  any  developer  who  seeks  more  than  25%  low  income  units, 
[f  this  is  the  BRA's  policy  we  would  like  to  know  that  fact, 
[f  it  is  not  the  policy,  then  why  is  this  worthwhile  project  not 
Deing  considered  and  approved  by  the  BRA. 
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FOLSOM     66  RUTLAND  STREET     BOSTON     fVJASSACHUSETTS  02113  o 

o 

o 

21  ^iay  1979  "S. 

Office  of  Federal  Relations                                      *g 

Room  960  .> 

E8ston  City  Kail  o 

Boston  MA  02201  ? 

In  this  response  to  the^  South  End  Close  Out  draft  EIS,  I  vdll  confine  iny    ^ 
remarks  to  the  immediatle  concerns  of  residents  of  Rutland  St.  and  iriembers 
of  the  Rutland  St,  Association.  Please  be  advised  that  no  other  neighborhood 
association  speais  for  the  people  of  this  street. 

I  am  suse  that  most  residents  of  the  street  '.irould  agree  that  realistically  they 
hav^t^ry  little  chance  to  offer  anything  to  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS. 
We  find  a  lot  of  things  missing  and  unexplained. 

1)  We  note  that  funds  have  been  allocated  for  cosmetic  L-roro^'ement  of  the  street 
in  the  way  of  brick  sidewalks,  but^^for  the  far  more  Lirportant  sewer  work, 

funds  are  still  "to  be  sought."  \\'e  ;vould  like  to  knOTv  what  this  means. 

2)  \Ie  note  the  repetition  of  the  promise  we  have  heard  for  a  number  of  years 
that  the  infill  structure  at  #74-76  will  be  to^n  dawn,   but  we  find  no 
clear  thought  about  what  can  be  done  with  the  site  aftertvards,  Like^vise 
with  the  minor  parcel  at  #33.   (Hor  some  reason  the  minor  parcel  at  "68 

is  omitted  from  the  EIS.  V.hat  is  the  reason  for  this?)  So  far  as  these 
three  major  problems  lots  are  conceme^i,  close  out  on  Rutland  St.  means 
return  to  status  quo  snlPe  urban  rene^^ral. 

3)  We  note  (p.  216)  that  ne'.v  lighting  for  Mewland  PI. ^  one  of  our  alleys, 
has  been  "deferred  or  deleted."  Can  we  have  an  explanation  of  this? 

4)  Probably  the  biggest  disappointment  to  residents  of  the  stree^-  is  what 
appears  to  be  the  total  failure  of  urban  renev*-al  or  the  drafters  of  the  EIS 
to  come  1^3  with  any  possible  use  for  the  major  Rutland  and  V.'ashington  parcel. 
If  possibilities  are  at  best  "fair"  for  any  development  only  after  deirolition 
of  the  El,  we  have  nothing  to  hope  for. 

^  5)  As  you  know  Rutland  St.  has  probably  the  highest  percentage  of  seattered 

■t  la^r- incor^e  subsidized  rehabs  in  the  South  End.  Except  for  difficulties  caused 

O  by  ill-conceived  BRA-approved  construction,  which  has  lead  to  the  reabandonment 

^  of  three  of  these  buildings,  the  street  as  ^i?hole  has  had  a  very*  congenial 

—  experience  ;^n.th  subs^ired  housing,  and  I  am  joined  by  many  of  my  neighbord 

X  ia  expressing  the  hope  that  more,  rather  than  less,  Ic,'/- income  hotisin^  can 

ijj  be  constructed  in  what  is  left  of  the  South  End.  /I      II 

O  Sincerely  you:rs ,(//// ^ 

^  Midiael  B.  ¥olsom  /  j/iiiy' 

«    090SO  iN0Wa3A  HdlOON-S^a  IQdh     G';^3T30  T3H13a  WOSIOJ 
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SEIFEL  1 


23  Dartmouth  Place 
Boston,  Ma.  02116 


Office  of  Federal  Relations 
Room  960,  Boston  City  Hall 


Dear  Albert  Horn, 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  comments  on  the 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority's  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  (3/2S/79) 
for  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Project.   As  a  resident  in  the  South  End 
who  has  been  actively  working  with  a  subcommittee  of  the  South  End  Project 
Area  Committee,  the  Tent  City  Task  Force,  I  am  anxious  to  make  public 
the  following  comments  on  the  Draft.   These  comm.ents  will  be  substantiated 
by  my  Master' s  Thesis  Document  to  be  approved  and  released  for  your  review 
by  May  30,  1979,  the  deadline  for  final  thesis  submission  for  the  Department 
of  Urban  Studies  at  the  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology. 

The  thesis  has  several  components.   The  first  is  an  historical  analysis 
of  the  development  of  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Plan  documenting  the  authority' 
commitments  to  the  South  End  community.   The  second  is  a  review  of  the  basic 
goals  and  development  plans  for  the  neighborhood  focused  on  those  parts  of 
the  plan  which  related  specifically  to  the  residential  character  of  the 
community.   The  third  is  a  presentation  of  the  historical  character  of  the 
neighborhood  as  a  downtown  housing  resource  for  working  class  people  of 
various  ethnic  and  racial  backgrounds.   The  fourth  discusses  at  length 
changes  in  the  residential  character  of  the  South  End  that  have  occurred 
since  renewal  was  first  proposed.   The  fifth  analyzes  the  profound  changes 
that  have  occurred  in  the  composition  of  residents  since  the  start  of  renewal. 
The  sixth  concludes  with  an  evaluation  of  the  achievements  to  date  of  the 
urban  renewal  plan  and  recommends  future  policies  that  should  be  considered 
to  further  the  attainment  of  these  original  goals. 
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The  following  comments  are  exerpted  from  the  thesis  document: 

The  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  conducted  for  over  a  year  an 

environmental  review  of  the  South  End  Project.   This  review  was  to  entail 

the  assessment  of  the  environmental  consequences  of  financial  settlement 

prior  to  completion  of  the  project  and  was  to  include  a  discussion  of  the 

deletion  or  non-funding  of  activities  originally  proposed  in  the  plain. 

Although  the  Authority  conducted  a  staff  review  of  the  current  housing 

situation  in  the  South  End  and  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Authority 

had  met  its  commitments  to  the  area,  their  own  information  and  information 

easily  accessible  to  the  Authority,  refutes  this  contention. 

As  of  1979  much  of  their  housing  commitment  remained  unmet: 

*300  low  income  public  housing  units  were  never  constructed 

*478  low  and  moderate  income  units  have  not  reached  com.pletion  or  been  planned 
(204  of  these  units  are  being  delayed  due  to  a  recent  environmental  suit) 

*only  15%  of  the  area's  rehabilitated  units  are  receiving  some  sort  of 
rental  subsidy  and  as  the  area  rapidly  becomes  a  luxury  market  fewer 
lower,  moderate  and  middle  income  households  can  remain 

*many  units  have  been  demolished  or  converted  through  renewal  and  have 
not  been  adequately  replaced  to  help  offset  the  increasing  demand  caused 
by  a  depleted  supply 

(Data  based  on  published  documents  from  BRA  library,  HUD  and  MHFA  reports  and 
SEPAC  Housing  Report-1975) 

A  great  need  still  remains  for  low  cost  housing,  particularly  for  elderly 

households  and  large  families.   Less  than  a  quarter  of  the  housing  constructed 

or  rehabilitated  with  support  of  the  Authority  can  house  families,  with  only 

half  of  that  with  four  or  more  bedrooms.   A  great  gap  remains  between  the  number 

of  eligible  elderly  and  the  number  of  units  available  to  them  in  the  South  End 

at  rents  they  can  afford.   Furthermore  over  the  years  relocation  policies  as  well 

as  other  extraogenous  factors  have  resulted  in  the  increasing  segregation  of 

minority  persons  from  non-minority  persons  due  in  large  part  to  a  racially 

segregated  publicly  subsidized  housing  stock. 
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SEIFSL  3 

The  primary  original  urban  renewal  goal ,  that  of  providing  an 
"economically,  socially  and  racially  integrated  coinmuni-y"  (R-213,  p4) , 
shall  not  be  attained  in  most  of  the  South  End  area  if  the  Authority  does 
not  move  agressively  to  re-direct  its  efforts.   At  present  the  northern 
areas,  nearest  the  downtown  core,  are  rapidly  becoming  predominately  composed  of 
upper-middle  income  one  and  two  person  white  households  between  the  ages 
of  25-35.   This  trend  results  in  an  increasing  amount  of  indirect  displacement 
caused  by  the  rising  market  values  of  units.   Persons  on  fixed  or  limited 
incomes  cannot  afford  to  remain  in  their  apartments  or  lodging  house  units 
and  are  forced  to  find  housing  elsewhere.   As  minority  households  on  the  average 
only  make  65%  of  white  households,  they  are  often  the  ones  to  be  so  displaced. 
As  many  markets  in  Boston  are  closed  to  minority  persons  their  choices  are  lim- 
ited not  only  by  their  income,  but  by  their  ethnic  or  racial  characteristics. 

Such  "displacement"  has  been  a  key  issue  since  before  the  renewal  plan 
was  approved,  and  yet  the  Authority  in  its  EIS  does  not  document  anywhere 
the  extent  of  this  problem  or  admit  to  its  own  role  in  causing  this 
"indirect  displacement".   Original  urban  renewal  estimates  of  displacement 
only  took  into  account  the  "direct  displacment"  of  residents  who  lived  on 
sites  scheduled  for  acquistion,  demolition  or  rehabilitation.  Relocation 
figures  were  published  in  the  SIS  documenting  2077  direct  displacements, 
but  no  figures  were  published  for  indirect  displacements.   In  addition  no 
infonaation  was  presented  on  the  reasons  for  these  displacments,  or  on  the 
way  in  which  the  relocation  was  handled.   Such  information  is  necessary  to 
determine  how  many  persons  displaced  did  not  receive  relocation  benefits  they 
were  entitled  to  receive.   in  the  original  urban  renewal  plan  3550  families 
were  to  be  displaced  through  direct  action  and  Qnly  minimal  amounts  due -^ to  indirect 
action.   According  to  an  analysis  presented  in  the  thesis  it  is  conceivable  that 
indirect  disolacement  occurred  of  over  5000  households  between  1960  and  1970. ■   • 
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SEIFEL  4 

As  the  South  End  population  in  1960  had  a  proportionately  larger  "older" 
population  than  the  city  as  a  whole,  many  of  these  displacess  were  persons 
beyond  the  age  of  55.   Older  persons  tend  to  suffer  great  personal  hardship 
when  they  are  forced  to  move  out  of  a  community  in  which  they  have  lived  for 
years  and  to  which  they  have  become  very  attached.   The  hardship  is  even  more 
severe  when  they  are  single^ as  they  often  have  become  dependent  on  the 
informal  support  networks  present  in  a  familiar  environment. 

Many  still  face  displacement.   A  large  proportion  of  the  South  End' s 
elderly  reside  in  the  remaining  rooming  and  lodging  houses  in  the  area. 
Unfortunately  for  them, however ,  market  pressures  are  increasing  the  rate 
at  which  such  houses  are  being  converted  into  luxury  rental  or  condominium 
units.   Between  1960  and  today  the  South  End  lost  between  11,000  and  12,000 
lodging/rooming  house  units.   Between  May  1978  and  today,  at  least  one  fourth 
of  the  remaining  lodging  house  with  licenses  have  been  sold  and  are  in  the 
process  of  conversion.   .A  recent  USES  study  by  David  Adams  will  indicate 
that  many  lodging  house  owners  are  considering  selling  their  houses  also. 
A  combination  of  factors  is  at  work.   Many  owners  are  elderly  themselves  and 
unable  to  handle  the  responsibility  much  longer.   The  market  is  improving 
and  they  are  able  to  make  a  small  profit.   Rehabilitation  of  the  units 
is  needed  to  meet  sanitary  living  conditions.   Energy  costs  have  increased 
raoidly  (as  well  as  other  maintenance  costs)  and  expenses  are  beginning  to 
exceed  revenues.   HOWEVER,  these  lodging  house  units  are  an  important  housing 
resource  for  lower  income  working  or  retired  individuals.   Their  continued 
depletion  exacerbates  a  continued  problem--that  of  a  diminishing  supply  of 
low  cost  PRIVATE  housing. 
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A  continuing  problem  is  also  the  displacement  of  families  from  the  South 
End.   According  to  the  Concensus  survey  far  fewer  children  live  in  households 
of  moderate  or  middle  incomes  than  in  other  income  groups.   THis  reflects 
the  changing  price  structure  of  the  South  End  market.   Families  cannot 
afford  to  pay  these  high  rents  and  move  to  other  city  neighborhoods  or 
to  the  suburbs.   This  results  in  a  rapid  conversion  of  the  South  End  from 
a  neighborhood  populated  with  families,  a  stable  community  oriented  area, 
to  one  with  large  numbers  of  high  rent  paying  and  traifient  childless  couples 
and  individuals.   Their  rapid  in  and  outmigration  from  the  area  serves  to 
further  destablize  the  rental  market  and  does  not  provide  the  community  with 
a  set  of  residents  concerned  with  its  long  term  welfare.   They  are  apt  to 
view  the  South  End  as  another  place  to  set  up  house  for  a  time  before  they 
move  on.   A  community  needs  to  maintain  a  stable,  support  system  to  be 
involved  in  its  own  future  and  in  the  future  of  the  city. 

Over  the  years  renewal  has  brought  to  the  South.  End  much  devastation. 
Much  history  and  character  has  been  lost  as  those  families  and  individuals 
were  displaced.   The  unique  integrated  character  of  the  neighborhood  for  which 
it  has  been  famous  has  been  threatened.   The  constant  struggle  that  many 
residents  have  had  to  sustain  to  combat  policy  decisions  'with  the  potential 
inflicting  great  harm  has  had  high  costs.   Many  fe(+  defeated  as  they 
watched  close  friends  and  neighbors  have  to  leave  as  prices  skyrocketed  and 
not  enough  subsidized  housing  was  available  in  good  condition  in  the  neighborhood. 

None  of  these  real  and  important  negative  impacts  were  addressed  in  the 
Environmental  Assessment.   The  broadening  definition  of  "environmental  impact" 
■5  include  social  impacts  is  appropriate  here.  Renewal  sought  to  maintain  the 
residential  character  of  the  community  as  it  was  in  1960.   This  goal  still 
remains  to  be  achieved. 
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SEIFEL  6 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  Authority's  recent  policy  decision  to  limit  rental  subsidy  to 
25%  is  inappropriate  and  v/ill  enhance  displacement.   As  the  market  continues 
to  inflate  there  will  be  fewer  options  for  South  End  residents  of  moderate 
incomes.   Limiting  subsidy  to  25%  means  that  this  trend  will  be  ENHANCED 
by  the  Authority.   As  "market"  rents  will  require  households  of  incomes 
above  $25,000  (based  on  25%  of  income  at  rent  of  $550  a  month)  these 
new  developments  will  attract  more  higher  income  households  and  provide 
little  housing  resources  for  other  IcwsrTincome  groups.   This  would  be 
admissible  if  simultaneously  housing  resources  were  being  provided  elsewhere, 
through  rehabilitation  or  other  means  for  moderate  income  households,  but 
this  is  not  the  case  at  present.   In  addition  as  the  authority  has  a  large 
unmet  commitment  to  low  income  households,  a  large  proportion  of  these 
units  should  be  provided  for  lov/  income  tenants.   However,  such  skewed 
subsidy  results  in  an  uneven  split  between  very  wealthy  and  very  poor  tenants. 

A  more  reasonable  approach  it  would  seem  would  be  to  RAISE  the  subsidy 
limit  to  meet  the  unmet  needs  in  the  community  best  provided  by  each  development. 
In  addition  a  goal  should  be  established  based  on  unmet  commitments  to  date.:_ 

The  Authority  should  actively  strive  to  achieve  its  stated  goal  of  increasing 
moderate  income  homeownership  in  the  South  End.   The  Tent  City  site  and  the 
Frankie  O'Day  block  are  excellent  potential  resources  for  such  housing. 

A  comprehensive  analysis  should  be  undetaken  of  the  extent  of  indirect 
and  direct  displacement  in  the  South  End.   What  magnitude?   What  causes? 
V/hat  effects  on  South  End  residents?   How  much  will  occur  in  the  future? 
What  mitigative  measures  can  be  taken?  VJhat  particular  problems  do  the  elderly 
face  and  how  can  these  be  remedied?   NO  FINAL  ENVIRONiyiENTAL  ASSESSMENT  SHOULD 
BE  APPROVED  WITHOUT  ADDRESSING  THE  ISSUES  OF  BOTH  INDIRECT  AND  DIRECT  DISPL.ACMENT . 
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This  is  only  a  summary  document  for  submission  within  the  comment  period. 
The  thesis  is  far  more  comprehensive  and  presents  the  analysis  from  which 
the  previous  statements  are  made.   Unfortunately  the  thesis  will  not  be 
approved  and  ready  in  time  for  the  comment  period.   However,  I  hope  it 
can  be  useful  to  the  Authority  in  its  deliberations. 

All  of  the  draft  documents  of  the  thesis  have  been  made  available  to 
the  South  End  Project  Area  Committee  and  they  have  been  given  full  authority 
to  quote  or  use  any  of  the  information  presented.   Extensive  footnotes  will 
be  provided  in  the  thesis  itself  to  document  the  sources  of  the  information. 

Any  questions  on  the  conclusions  or  the  analysis  should  be  for^.varded 
to  the  author: 

Elizabeth  Seifel 

23  Dartmough  Place 

Boston,  Ma.   02115      (phone  236-1164) 


Respectfully  yours. 


^<.^  ^Z  Q^X^ 
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SE/LR  EIS  COMMENTS 


■.     ..  u  •  J"  September  of  1978  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA)  released 
Its  subsidized  housing  policy  document.  Subsidized  Housing  in  the  South  End 
The  document  was  outdated,  less  than  factual,  and  more  justification  than  analysis 
of  the  housing  situation  in  our  community.  The  document  sought  to  justify  a  BRA 
L^n^!i^°^;'^.^^'M;'^  developments  in  the  South  End  be  limited  to  a  maximL  o?  25% 
rental  subsidy.  This  report  has  been  cited  as  the  major  housing  policy  document 
for  the  Environmental  Assessment,  and  its  recommendations  seem  ?o  have  been  fully 
adopted   The  Draft  E  S  states  on  page  80,  -'It  has  recommended  as  a  general  gu  de- 

llTt.f'.l   (f '^^VS^^Pf  "^'  ^''V  ^^"^■'"^"^  °^  25%  of  their  units  as  subs  d?2ed 
units  for  low  and  moderate  income  families."  We  feel  this  stance  is  totally  in- 

fSnlSrf' h''""!^^^  ^^;.^?.   ^''^  knowledge,  never  evaluated  the  potential  negative 
impacts  such  a  policy  would  have  on  the  present  South  End  population  and  because 
this  document  has  never  been  fonnally  promulgated  or  voted  on  by  the  B^  Board 
This  policy  will  accelerate  the  economic  and  racial  segregation  generated  during 
T.rLTl':f;^   Furthennore,  this  policy  will  also  accelerate  the  con?i-nuing  dis- 
placement of  Icw-mcome  elderly  and  Third  World  residents,  groups  which  have  a  - 
ready  suffered  deeply  from  renewal. 

We  disagree  with  the  report's  contention  that  this  policy  is  appropri- 
ately based  on  the  South  End's  large  proportion  of  subsidized  housing  units   We 
believe  that  housing  assistance  should  be  allocated  on  the  basis  of  need  and 
clearly  the  need  of  a  majority  of  residents  justifies  additional  subsidy'  At 
Prf ?"L^^^f^]'  9^^^:^,need  for  housing  affordable  by  the  elderly,  handicapped 
and  large  families.   ,he  BRA  appears  to  have  forgotten  that  originally  it  committed 
public  funding  to  our  area  based  on  need,  and  that  over  twenty  years  over  10  000 
units  were  taken  out  of  the  housing  stock  through  demolition  or  conversion,  and 

only  with  subsidy  was  it  possible  to  replace  these  units.  Since  only  a  little 
over  2500  units  have  been  constructed  to  date  to  fill  this  gap,  there  remains  an 
Ouvious  need. 

Despite  statements  to  the  contrary,  the  BRA  has  net  achieved  its  urban 
renewal  housing  goals.  None  of  the  promised  300  public  housing  units  were  built 
om!!^  1       IT^''   and  moderate  income  units  remain  to  be  built.  The  BRA  has  net  ade- 
quately addressed  the  need  for  rehabilitated  units  affordable  by  low  and  moderate 
income  residents.  At  present  only  about  15%  of  all  remaining  South  End  townhouses 
receive  assistance.  The  BRA  originally  pledged  that  the  majority  of  South  EnSers 
predominantly  low  income  by  today's  standards,  would  be  able  to  remain  and  live 
in  rehabilitated  units.  The  continuing  displacement  of  our  neighbors  and  ourselvps 
is  an  increasing  problem.  Since  1960,  over  20,000  persons  have  left  the  South  End 
Manyof  those  displaced  were  elderly.  Black  and  other  Third  World  persons   The   " 
continuing  conversion  of  lodging  houses,  the  area's  largest  housing  resource,  has 
diminished  this  resource  to  less  than  10%  of  what  it  was  in  1964.  This  translates 
into  a  loss  of  approximately  8000  units  for  single  working  class  persons   Today    ' 
we  face  a  new  type  of  displacement.  Even  moderate  to  middle  income  families  can 
no  longer  afford  to  live  in  the  South  End.  They  certainly  cannot  afford  to  buy 
and  rehabilitate  townhouses  at  current  market  prices.  As  we  lost  our  neighbors 
we  also  lost  an  hundred-year  heritage  of  community  spirit  and  commitment  found  only 
in  neighborhoods  like  ours.  -^ 

^^      We  recognize,  as  does  the  BRA,  that  controversy  exists  ove*-  the  amount 
of  subsidized"  housing  that  should  be  provided  in  future.  However  we  feel  that 
the  BRA  must  acknowledge  that  those  who  face  displacement,  or  whose 'neighbors  do 
are  committed  to  the  continued  provision  of  affordable  housing.  Those  committed' 
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page  2 

to  living  in  an  ethnically,  economically  and  racially  integrated  community  support 
any  programs  necessary  to  achieve  their  goal. 

The  Consensus  survey  documents  that  many  persons  in  the  South  End  feel 
that  subsidized  housing  should  continue  to  be  built.  iThird  Viorld  persons  and 
those  of  limited  income  were  overwhelmingly  in  favor  of  subsidized  housing.  We 
feel  that  the  public  agency  should  respond  to  their  documented  desires.  Many  per- 
sons of  different  backgrounds  and  incomes  also  supported  additional  subsidized 
housing.  Those  in  opposition  were  in  the  minority.  We  feel  that  the  BRA  has  an 
obligation  to  resolve  this  controversy,  not  enhance  it.  Policy  statements  and 
documents  like  Subsidized  Housing  in  the  South  End  which  misrepresent  the  facts 
are  irresponsible  and  incendiary.  We  appreciate  the  BRA's  support  in  the  recent 
IBA  case  and  in  others  in  the  past,  but  we  cannot  allow  the  BRA  to  now  renege  on 
any  further  such  commitments  to  our  coirmunity. 

For  years  residents  throughout  the  South  End  have  participated  in  a 
public  process  which  they  were  told  would  assure  them  of  a  planning  role  in  the 
future  of  their  community.  Over  the  years  many  of  us  have  seen  our  dreams  col- 
lapse. Over  time  long-term  residents  have  not  been  able  to  enjoy  the  revitaliza- 
tion  of  the  South  End.  Displacees,  whether  pushed  into  substandard,  poorly  managed 
housing  projects  on  the  periphery  of  the  South  End  or  forced  out  into  other  areas 
of  the  city,  also  deserve  a  public  commitment. 

We  call  on  the  BRA  to  move  aggressively  toward  aiding  the  rehabilita- 
tion and  modernization  of  these  deteriorating  subsidized  developments.  Further- 
more, we  recommend  that  the  BRA  support  plans  for  developments  that  involve  tenants 
and  prospective  owners  in  their  future  housing.  Projects  like  those  built  by  TDC 
and  IBA  are  models  of  what  can  be  accomplished  with  commitment  and  concern  from 
both  public  agencies  and  neighborhood  residents. 

The  history  of  urban  renewal  in  the  South  End  is  tragic,  but  it  will  be 
more  tragic  if  the  25%  assistance  limit  is  enforced  by  the  BRA.  Approval  was  denied 
USES  on  their  recent  proposal  for  elderly/handicapped  housing  because  of  this  25% 
subsidy  limitation.  We  unanimously  oppose  that  decision.  Such  a  small  and  despera- 
tely needed  development  must  be  built.  The  elderly  and  handicapped  who  would  have 
benefitted  from  this  housing  need  your  support. 

Finally,  we  strongly  protest  the  lack  of  time  and  adequate  copies  of  the 
Draft  EIS  which  did  not  allow  us  to  comment  more  comprehensively  on  other  areas  of 
impact  or  on  the  myriad  misrepresentations  in  the  document.  We  strongly  recommend 
that  the  BRA  incorporate  our  comments  into  the  main  body  of  the  Final  EIS  at  the 
appropriate  places.  We  look  for^/ard  to  a  detailed  response  to  these  issues  in  the 
Final  document. 
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May  22,  1979 


Mr.  Ritchie  Hall 

c/o  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

City  Hall  Sq. 

Boston,  MA 

Dear  Mr.  Hall  : 

After  reviewing  the  BRA  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  CLoseout  of  Properties  in  the  South  End,  I  must 
voice  some  concerns  about  this  document  before  your  submit- 
tion  to  HUD. 

As  a  seven  year  South  End  resident  as  well  as  residing 
in  a  Tenants'  Development  Corporation  building,  I  find  it 
unexcusable  that  TDC  did  not  receive  a  copy  of  the  EIS  when 
it  was  distributed  to  neighborhood  organizations  for  citizen 
participation. 

Tenants'  Development  Corporation  has  been  one  of  the 
most  viable  alternatives  in  the  field  of  housing  for  low 
and  moderate  income  persons  wishing  to  remain  in  the  South 
End  and  has  provided  excellent  maintenance  for  the  past  ten 
years  of  rowhouses  once  under  the  auspice  of  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority. 

Although  my  expertise  is  not  in  the  field  of  research, 
it  is  apparent  that  displacement  of  elderly  and  minority 
residents  of  the  South  End  has  occurred  as  a  direct  result 
of  misplanning  on  the  part  of  officials  not  in  tuned  with 
residents  needs. 

Therefore  I  feel  it  is  appropriate  to  ask  that  before 
you  submit  the  EIS  to  HUD,  the  following  be  addressed: 

1.   How  can  the  BRA  condone  racial  segregation  and  the  dis- 
placement of  elderly  and  low-moderate  income  persons 
by  limiting  community-based  developers  to  25%  subsidized 
units  in  new  developments  when  the  following  exists,  i.e. 
more  elderly,  displaced,  moderate  income,  low  income  etc. 
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2.   The  assumption  that  subsidy  means  low-income  or  poor  is 
erroneous  given  that  present  Section  8  levels  allow  an 
individual  to  receive  a  subsidy  anywhere  from  $1.00  to 
the  total  amount  of  the  monthly  rent.   In  the  South  End 
a  substantial  number  of  persons  receive  such  a  subsidy 
and  pay  in  excess  of  $200.00  per  month  for  a  one  or  two 
bedroom  apartment. 

In  closing  I  would  like  to  emphasis  again  the  need  for 
low  and  moderate  income  housing  within  the  South  End  is  in- 
creasing, therefore  the  environmental  Impact  Statement  should 
address  ways  to  address  this  sufficiently. 


bincereiy. 


RA/ 
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May  13,   1719 

16  Iv,   Vis-.-rton  3t, 

Boston,  VA  02115 


Office  of  federal  H6L?."fcions 

?.oon  960 

Bos  ion  City  Kail 

Bo-to^:,  la  02201 


De=r  Sir, 


I  would  like  to  coinr.snt  on  the  en'.Hromnental  intpact  study  for  the  close  out 
ph?.se  of  urban  rensi-.^!  in  the  south  end.     One  problen  vhich  seer^  to  be  inadecuately 
addressed  in  the  study  is  that  of  housing  displacenent,     A  vsvy  significant  niirber 
of  people    (.  I  personally  tcio"  of  many  people)  are  being  forced  out  of  the  rooms 
apartnents  and  hones  oy  increasing  ta:xes,  rents,  rene^ral  and  renovation*  Tr.a 
urban  ranei^al  process  and  other  an^Tjronr.ental  forces  ha-'^-B  and  --HI"!   have  the  effect 
of  age  segregation,     I-Iany  long  tine  residents  are  being  forced  to  leave  the  South 
End  altogether.     The  close-out  reconmendations  do  not  provide  solutions  to  this 
najor  problem,  -fiiich  is  affecting  the     uniq-ae  and  •v'aluable  qualities  of  the  comr'anity. 

I  do  not  agree  >dth  the  proposed  ina:d_'.Tun  ceiling  of  2^  su.bsidy     for  lo:-  and 
r^aierate  incor.e  ne^r  housing,     I  favor  more     free-floating  subsidies  to  enable 
lo'.rer  incone  people  to  continue  to  h^^'B  t-ri-der  choice  in  -.-rfiere  they  H^re, 

I  belie--e  more  of  the  housing  at  Cajrtrr.outh  cc  Col-jcnbus   should  be  designated  for 
lor  income  apartnents.   The  site  sho-uld  be  low  densit:/  housing.     Due  to  the  Copley- 
Square  project  -vdth  hotel,   I  think  this  site  should  be  designed  to  ha've  extensi^ra 
cartr.ercial  retail  space  ■.■rith  s^nall  stores  rvn  by  South  End  residents,    to  bring  r.ora 
money  into  the  South  End,  to  pro"/ide  eriiplcr^.ent  opportunities,  and  to  rarket 
Third  'vorld  products,   crafts,   etc.     With  the  la.rge  hotels  a  feasible  :7^rket  '-rould 
exist.     The  South  End  is  unicuely  able  to  offer     products  and  focds  by  ix:inigra:its 
fro;~  Tpany  different  countries. 

Another  .^najor  situation  •.■ihich  deser^res  nuch  higher  priority  in  the  urban 
renevral  closeont  is  renovation,  rnajor  alterations  and  impro-'/einents  to  Cathedral 
Project.     It  is  imfair  to  use  urban  rene^-ral  funds  for  cosinetic     touches,  when 
r.2ny  people  at  Cathedral  are  s-offaring  from  unsafe,   and  grossly  inddecuate  housing. 
Unless   some  radical  improvenents  sre  nade  soon,   a  large  portion  of  the  South  End 
"ill  feel  the  negati'/e  impact  of  Cathedral's  continued  deterioration, 

sincerely. 
Hud'-  iiitchell 


400 


44 


/.^J:.&Z^'  td^f'-^^^  ^^^^-^   ^^'--^ 


^::.5-'2?^/ 


2fe> 


J^  ^<^i   ^<Vi 


^yfjc^^^   i^.^-'^'^<^^  o^-- 


^^^     Z5&'  -^- 


^<^-c^    ^^^^ 


-77€^:l^M^^    -^^^^^ 


•4  ->a'i 


l^--<:rf5^2: 


401 


27  Dartmouth  St. 
Boston,  Massachusetts 
May  18,  1979 


Ifr.  Richie  Hall 

Office  of  Federal  Relations 

Room  960 

Boston  City  Hall 

Boston,  Mass.  02201 

Dear  l^.   Hall: 

I  am  ;griting  as  a  resident  of  the  South  End  and  as  one  '-jho  -works  in  the 
South  2nd  as  Director  of  The  Family  Service  Bureau  of  The  Salvation  Army. 
I  want  to  comnient  on  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (E.I. 3.)  of  the  Urban 
Renewal  Gloseout  Plan  in  my  conmunity. 

Although  I  am  pleased  with  what  appears  to  be  increased  stability  with 
influx  of  upper-middle  and  upper  income  families,  I  am  distraught  over  the 
displacement  of  the  lower  income  and  even  middle  income  families  who  can  no 
longer  afford  to  live  here.  I  understand  there  is  going  to  be  a  2$%   ceiling 
placed  on  subsidy  for  low  and  moderate  income  people  on  any  new  or  rehabbed 
housing  during  the  close-out  process  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan.  I  am  opposed 
'  to  such  of  restriction  which  clearly  intensifies  the  "gentrif ication"/dis- 
placement  problem  in  my  neighborhood.  At  least  20,000  persons  have  left  the 
South  End  since  I960,  most  because  of  demolition,  conversions,  and  unafford- 
.  able  rents,  according  to  recent  U.S.  Census  data  research.  The  policy  seems 
I  to  foster  "subsidies"  for  the  rich  and  encourages  further  racial  segregation 
:  in  the  community.   I  am  aware  of  the  forces  in  the  city  and  the  larger  society 
:•  who  lend  their  economic  and  political  support  to  such  policies  and  it '  s 
:  shameful  that  they  have  so  much  influence  on  government  agencies. 

As  a  resident  of  the  South  End,  I  do  not  wish  to  see  my  neighborhood 
.  become  a  haven  for  the  rich  at  the  expense  of  the  poor.   It  has  long  been  a 
great  experiment  of  how  people  of  mixed  economic  and  cultural  backgrounds 
can  live  together  in  the  same  community.   I  wish  that  to  continue  and  see 
.  the  2S%   ceiling  as  a  direct  deterrent  to  what  I  feel  is  a  positive  and  hcpe- 
'  ful  sign  to  this  and  other  cities. 

Please  attach  this  to  the  HUD  application  for  close-out  as  I  believe 
you  must  do  by  law. 

Thank  you. 


Sincerely, 


c 


Reverend  Carl  Stock 
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AAASSACHUSEHS  AVENUE.  BOSTON,  MASSACHUSEHS  02118  •  (617)262-7142 

5/21/79 

Dear  Sirs: 

I  am  writing  to  express  my  displeasure  with  the  public  hearing 
ore  cess  regarding  the  EnviroFirnental  Imoact  Study  the  3RA  olans 
to  submit  to  HUD.   The  EIS  was  not  generally  available,  and  the 
community  was  not  given  enough  time  to  comm.ent--SE?AC  was  ignored 
in  the  process  .   Our  agency  i<^  concerned  with  the  continuing  a- 
vailability  of  lov;  to  rioderate  income  housing  for  residents  of 
this  community.   The  one  issue  which  co-.cerns  us  most  is  tr^  es  t- 
ablls";rment  of  an  unofficial  25a-  restriction  on  the  subsidy  level 
in  any  nev;  housing  project.   In  my  judgem.ent  this  restriction  im- 
plies the  eventual  disaopearance  of  available  housing  for  trie  poor, 
elderly,  minorities  and  even  the  middle  clas.s  \^ao   have  traditionally 
lived  in  the  South  Znd . 


Sincerely, 

ThomiBS  L  Bierbaum. 
Volunteers  of  America 
Hello  House. 
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The  Chiidren's  Hospital  MsdJcal  Center 

300  Longwood  Avenue,  Boston,  Massachusetts  02115,  Telephone:  (617)  734-60C0 
May   19,    1979 


Mr.    Albert  Hon 
Office   of  Federal   Relations 
RDcn  957,    City  Hall 
Boston ,    Mas  sachusetts 


Dear  lir .  Horn: 


We   regret   that  BRA  closeout  procedures   intended  to  solicit   resident 
input  were   structured  such   that   it  has  been  impossible    for  us   to  adequately 
respond.      VJe   do  not   feel   that   the  BRA  has   completed   its   renewal  goals,    par- 
ticularly for  housing.      In    fact,    renewal   activities   in   the   South  End,   both 
public   and  private,    have   created  a  distressing  change   in   the    community 
makeup.      Desiring   to   raise   our  multi-racial    family  in   a  racially   and   econo- 
mically mixed   family   community,   we   bought  a  house  on  VJarren   Avenue   in   1972 . 
We  now  find  that   our  neighborhood  has   been    "renewed"    such   that  townhouses 
are  occupied  by  white   upper  income  singles   and  that  lower  income  Third 
V7orld  families  have  been    forced  into  public  housing.      The   South  End  is    fast 
losing  its  proud  national  image   of  a  racially  and  economically  heterogeneous 
community . 

We   feel   commitments  must  be  made   to   change   this  pattern   before   urban 
renewal   is   closed  out.      Since   the   recent  25%    subsidy   limit   policy  will  only 
hasten   the   current  trend,   we   recomir.end  that  you   review   this    situation  im- 
mediately.     Townhouses  must  be   rennovated   and  subsidized  to   allow  rental 
and  ownership  by   low   and  moderate    income    families.      This   is   essential   to   re- 
turn  the   community  to  its    former  heterogeneity.      To   this  end,   we   support  de- 
velopment of  the  Tent  City  parcel   according   to   the  Tent  City   Task  Force   guide- 
lines.     A  mixed-income   rental/ownership   development  of  this   nature  would  be   a 
great    asset    to    the    comm.vinity,    help   alleviate   displacement,    and   help   re-estab- 
lish  the   racial   and  economic  balance  which  current   renewal  policy'  is   all  too 
rapidly  destroying. 

VJe    look   forward   to   your  response   to   this   request  with  great   interest. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Mary  Carlson,  Ph.D 
Research  Asscciate 


Felton  Earls,  H.D. 
Associate  in  Psychiatry 
Associate  Professor  in 

Psychiatry 
Harvard  Medical  School 


cc:   p_Lchard  Hall 
SEPAC 
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Karen  Pressman 
'33  East  Springfield  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02118 
May  21,  1979 


Office  of  Federal  Relations 

Room  960 

Boston  City  Hall 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

To ^ Whom  It  May  Concern: 

There  are  many  points  to  respond  to  concerning  the  Environmental  Impact  Study. 

The  areas  that  most  concern  me  are  the  following:  citizen  participation,  displacement, 

failure  to  achieve  the  housing  goals  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan,  segregation  in 

the  South  End,  and  land  and  building  restrictions. 

Meaningful  citizen  participation  did  not  take  place  during  the  EIS  research. 
Although  a  number  of  citizens  were  involved  on  some  levels  in  the  study,  their 
input  was  not  taken  seriously.  For  example,  when  over  60%  of  the  citizens  who 
were  intervie'wed  by  Consensus  put  as  a  high  priority  subsidized  low  and  moderate 
income,  affordable  housing,  and  the  EIS  recommends  25%  low  and  moderate  income 
housing  for  all  new  units  to  meet  this  need,  then  citizen  input  is  a  sham.  Also,' 
the  EIS  was  not  generally  available  to  citizens,  nor  were  citizens  given  adequate 
time  to  comment.  Tenant  organizations  were  frequently  excluded  from  the  process 
as  well  as  SEPAC,  the  officially  elected  group  to  oversee  Urban  Renewal.  Displacees 
from  the  South  End  were  never  contacted.  There  was  poor  recruitment  into  the 
process  of  Spanish-speaking  and  Chinese-speaking  residents. 

The  problem  of  displacement  is  virtually  ignored  by  the  EIS  when  in  fact  this 
has  been  and  is  continuing  to  be  a  major  impact  on  our  area.  There  were  no 
solutions^to  this  problem  even  considered  in  the  EIS.  At  least  20,00  people  have 
left  the  South  End  since  1960,  most  because  of  demolition,  conversions,  and 
unaffordable  rents.  More  and  more  long  time  South  Enders  are  finding  it  harder 
to  remain  in  an  area  where  excessive  rents  exist,  my  family  included^  It  is 
especially  difficult  for  the  elderly  and  those  on  fixed  incomes.  In  fact  this 
most  pressing  problem  is  accelerated  with  the  suggestion  in  the  EIS  that  low  and 
moderate  income  subsidies  exist  for  only  25%  of  all  new  housing.  The  EIS  is 
encouraging  displacement  and  gentrification. 

To  add  to  the  problen  of  displacement,  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  has  replaced  only 
a  quarter  of  the  units  lost  to  demolition,  conversion,  etc.  during  the  last  20 
years.  New  construction  has  fallen  short  of  the  plan  goals  by  SOO  units  for  low 
and  moderate  income  residents.  Where  the  BRA  promised  that  75*  of  the  rowhousa 
units  would  be  rehabbed  for  existing  residents  in  1965,  almost  all  then  were  of 
low  and  moderate  incomes,  only  15%  of  all  remaining  South  End  townhouses  are 
protected  by  subsidy  for  those  income  groups.  The  EIS  does  not  recognize  these 
unmet  goals  nor  propose  ways  to  achieve  them. 

One  of  my  biggest  concerns  is  that  of  segregation.  I  have  seen  over  the  years 
more  and  more  racial  segregation  in  the  area  due  to  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  that  is 
presently  being  carried  out.  The  EIS  does  not  acknowledge  or  propose  ways  to 
mitigate  the  increasing  racial  segregation  of  the  South  End's  rowhouse  districts 
that  has  occurred  since  the  start  of  Urban  Renewal,  even  though  this  segregation 
has  been  well  documented  by  U.S.  Census  data,  in  the  SEPAC  Housing  Report, "as  well 
as  in  a  1973  survey  conducted  by  the  BRA  itself. 
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The  Issue  of  subsidies  is  one  of  major  concern  when  evaluating  the  EIS.  The 
BRA  has  made  recomrendations  that  the  EIS  dees  not  address,  therefore  leaving 
optional  racist  policies.  The  ERA  actually  proposes  to  allow  for  new  luxury 
housing  construction  on  vacant  land,  such  as  the  Tent  City  Site,  as  well  as 
other  sites  in  the  South  End,  provided  that  mortgage  and  tax  subsidies  are 
provided.  This  means  that  the  BRA  supports  new  subsidized  housing  if  the 
subsidies  go  to  the  rich.  At  the  same  time  the  BRA  has  proposed  a  maximum  ceiling 
of  25%  subsidy  for  low  and  moderate  income  individuals  on  any  new  or  rehabbed 
housing.  The  discussion  of  subsidized  housing  suggests  that  it  is  poor  people, 
particularly  minorities,  that  the  BRA  considers  a  negative  environmental  impact. 
Also, because  of  the  racism  that  exists,  minorities  earn  much  less  than  whites 
and  will  not  be  able  to  afford  the  market  rents  proposed  for  new  housing  developments 
by  the  BRA..  The  EIS  should  include  clear  restrictions  on  the  re-use  of  all  BRA 
owned  land  and  buildings  for  re-use  as  low  and  moderate  income  housing  and/or 
locally  oriented  small  business.  This  is  especially  necessary  since  the  Urban 
Renewal  Plan  was  promised  to  aid  existing  residents  at  the  time  of  its  inception. 

The  EIS  should  consider  turning  over  its  properties  to  democratically 
constituted  Community  Land  Trusts  or  local  Community  Development  Corporations 
for  community  re-use.  The  EIS  does  not  consider  acquisition  of  additional 
property,  such  as  abandoned,  burned -out  buildings,  for  "land-banking"  and 
recycling  for  low  and  moderate  income  housing  to  offset  displacement  and  meet 
Plan  goals.  Without  suggestions  like  the  above,  the  EIS  condones  and  encourages 
the  segregation  of  our  coirmunity  that  has  always  been  both  racially  and  economically 
mixed  throughout  the  South  End,  not   segregated  into  the  pockets  that  Urban 
Renewal  has  created. 

Other  issues  that  the  EIS  fails  to  address  are:  to  assess  the  relationship  of 
proposed  developments  in  nearby  areas,  such  as  Copley  Plaza;  to  include  a 
comprehensive  commercial  plan;  to  reflect  prevailing  coinnunity  sentiment,  as 
reflected  in  the  BRA's  own  Consensus,  Inc.  survey;  to  layout  and  justify  priorities 
for  completion  of  physical  improvements  with  evaluation  of  impacts  for  lower 
Income  people;  to  evaluate  the  accounting  of  the  status  of  various  renaining 
funding  sources.  All  of  the  above  issues  are  key  to  any  Close-out  determination 
and  until  adequately  dealt  with.  Close-out  cannot  proceed.  Citizen  participation, 
displacement,  segregation,  failure  to  reach  the  housing  goals  of  the  Urban 
Renewal  Plan,  etc.  nust  be  addressed  itnnediately. 

Sincerely, 
Karen  Pressman 
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W.  R.  H.  GOODIER 
TERRITORIAL  COMMANDER 


WALLACE  C.  CONRATH 
DIVISIONAL  COMMANDER 


BOUNDED  '865 


The  Salvation  Army 


NCOnPORArEDl 

HARBOR  LIGHT  CENTER 

407  SHAWMUT  AVENUE 

?0.  BOX  18130 

BOSTON.  MASS.  02113 

TELEPHONE  (6171  536-7469 


May  18,   1979 


Mr.  Rlidnle  Hall 

Office  of  Federal  Relations 

Room  960 

Boston  City  Hall 

Boston,  Massachusetts   02201 

DearAAr.  Hall: 

I  am  submitting  the  following  comments  on  the  Enviornmental  Impact  Statem^ent 
drafted  by  the  B.R.  A.  as  part  of  the  close-out  of  urban  renewal  efforts  in  Boston's 
•South  End, 

!  hove  worked  In  the  South  End  for  the  past  seven  years,  first  as  a  counselor  at 
The  Salvation  Army's  Harbor  Light  Center  and  then  as  the  Director  of  that  Center, 
When  1  came  to  Harbor  Light  Center  in  1972,  urban  renewal  was  already  fullyunder- 
woy  In  the  area.    We  have  now  seen  the  results  of  that  effort  in  dramatic  ways  at  our 
Center.    First  of  all,  the  many  elderly  and  poor  white  people  living  near  the  Center 
who  came  in  every  day  to  our  drop"in  lounge  have  almost  completely  disappeared. 
Only  a  handful  remain.     The  destruction  of  available  housing  ha^  made  it  impossible 
for  these  people  to  stay  as  South  End  residents.     Furthermore,  we  ha-ve  ser/ad  many 
people  in  our  overnight  shelters  who  have  needed  the  low-income  housing  formerly 
available  in  the  South  End.    There  has  been  a  rapidly  decreasing  number  of  cpcrt- 
menfe  to  refer  these  people  to  over  the  post  years. 

I  would  hope  that  the  E.  l.S.  would  address  this  displacement  of  former  residents 
and  the  decreasing  availability  of  housing  to  low-income  and  middle-income  people. 
i  regret  deeply  that  the  E.l.S.  overlooks  these  concerns  which  1  believe  to  be  basic 
to  the  future  development  of  the  South  End. 

I  cm  most  concerned  about  the  implication  In  the  E.l.S,   that  future  housing 


a  safe  harbor 


Mr.  Rii-chie  Hall  -2-  May  18,   1979 


development's  musf  confain  no  more  fhan  25%  subsidized  housing  units,     I  believe 
thai"  this  policy  will  result  in  the  final  conversion  of  the  South  End  from  a  com- 
munity of  mixed-ethnic  backgrounds  and  mixed  incomes  to  a  community  of  upper- 
income  whites.     I  believe  that  the  real  issue  is  not  one  of  subsidy  but  of  afford- 
obillty.    Without  subsidies,  middle-and  Iov/-Income  people  will  continue  to  be 
forced  out  of  this  community.     I  myself  have  looked  for  housing  in  the  South  End 
but  can't  afford  to  buy  anything  available. 

1  must  say  that  I  am  not  hopeful  that  the  B.R.  A.  will  reverse  what  has  developed 
into  a  long-standing  policy  of  supporting  the  upper-Income  white  professionals  who 
have  recently  been  attracted  to  the  South  End.    While  it  seemed  that  the  close-out 
process  might  Indeed  be  an  open  and  genuine  one,  I  believe  that  in  fact  it  was  not 
sincerely  undertaken  by  the  B.R.  A.    I  attended  one  public  meeting  on  close-out 
and  it  appeared  to  me  at  that  meeting  that  the  B.R. A.  was  not  Interested  in  com- 
munity opinions  but  had  already  made  its  final  decisions.    Although  I  have  regu- 
larly received  information  regarding  the  close-out,  at  my  request,  1  have  come  to 
suspect  the  entire  process  and  do  not  have  any  confidence  In  it. 

I  write  on  behalf  of  the  many  men  and  women  our  Center  ser/es  each  year  who 
hove  been  South  End  residents  or  who  would  like  to  be  South  End  residents  but  can't 
afford  it.    Tnese  people  are  often  not  accustomed  to  applying  political  pressure. 
They  ere  not  "smooth  operators"  like  some  of  the  upper-Income  people  in  this  com- 
munity.   They  don't  know  how  to  establish  artificial  neighborhood  associations  like 
the  Four  Squares  Association.    They  can't  artfully  respond  to  an  E.LS.    Yet,  their 
legitimate  needs  have  been  over-looked  too  often,    I  am  afraid  that  the  E.  I.  S., with 
Its  Implied  limit  of  25%  on  housing  subsidies,  will  be  the  final  step  In  the  process  of 
removing  access  to  the  South  End  by  these  people. 

I  am  sorry  to  have  to  write  this  letter.     I  know  that  i  am  taking  some  risk  for  myself 
and  this  agency  by  opposing  what  seems  to  be  the  established  policy  ai  the  B.R. A. 
relating  to  the  South  End.     However,   I  hope  that  these  comments  might  have  some  im- 
pact upon  the  H.  U.  D.  review  process  on  the  close-out  application.     Therefore,   I  re- 
qjest  that  you  attach  them  to  the  application  you  submit  to  H.  U.  D. 

Sincerely, 


Bastion  Vandenalm     - — i 
Director 
BV/jd 
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^i^nie    '.VheeiocK 
114  Dartmouth 


u2.  c  I 


Bostoa,    .ass.    O2ll0p[|fl^!?[nj 
i.:ay   17,    1973  ji'V^^  ^[IJj 

:r.    Albert   Horn,    Ofrice    of    P-ieral   Rel=ations  MAY '^ '1  1979 

!0i=toii  City  Hall,  Room  357 

loston.    ^:ass.    02201  ECSTCr:  I- -VELOPMENT  AUTHORITY 

OrTiC£  CF  TK£  DIRHCTCR 
:3:    South   j]nd   jinvironmental    Ir.i^.act    Statement,    ii.K.A-,    Spring   i'j79 

}ear  Lir.    Horn: 

;  am  writing  to  submit  coni:;ients  regarding  the  BRA's  i^^nviromnental 

[inpact  Statement  required  for  close-out  of  urLian  renewal  in  the  South  iind , 

ly  first  coraraents  relate  to  the  specific  sta"cerients  concerning  the 
jRA's  "Preferred  Alternative"  for  the  Tent  City  site.  On  page  127 
)i  the  EI3,  the  Statement  reads,  "The  integration  of  existing  buildings 
Ljsposes  too  many  site  design  constraints  to  justify  their  inclusion" 
[in  any  new  devsloiiment ) .  This  seems  to  ne  to  be  a  statement  that 
puts  the  highest  priorit;/  on  the  assumed  needs  of  any  developer  of 
the  site. 

I  propose  instead  that  the  BRA  give  the  highest  priority  to  the  needs 
Df  existing  residents  of  the  site.   Therefore,  in  lieu  of  the  sentence 
cited,  the  report  v/ould  substitute  the  sentence,  "Failure  to  integrate 
these  buildings  now  standing  into  any  new  development  imposes  too  much 
lisplacenent ,  suffering,  and  hardship  on  people  who  live  iJbere  to 
justify  demolition  of  these  buildings,"   A3  a  resident  of  one  building 
in  question,  I  am  concerned  about  my  future  ability  to  remain  in  the 
Scuth  £nd»      I  have   lived  in  the  South  End  since  1967  and  have  been 
displaced  twice,  once  by  fire  and  once  as  a  result  of  private  reha.bili- 
tation.   Rents  in  these  years  have  risen  sharply  so  that  at  this  point 
if  I  have  to  seek  other  housing,  I,  like  other  moderate-income  residents, 
ivill  not  be  able  to  afford  to  live  in  tke  neighborhood,   Furthermore, 
3iace  the  Tent  City  Task  Force  has  proposed  a  design  for  housing  that 
includes  existing  buildings,  there  is  no  reason 'to  imply  that  the 
existing  buildings  must  be  sacrificed  in  the  interest  of  design. 

Finally,  in  a  more  general  sense,  I  want  to  register  co;nments  applying 
in  a  broader  way  to  the  Statement. 

1.  Nowhere  in  the  Statement  does  the  BRA  identify  as  an  impact 
the  displacement  of  moderate-  and  low-income  families  and 
individuals  from  the  South  End.   Displacement  has  been  the 
major  impact  of  urban  renewal  and  will  be  the  major  impact 
of  close-out. 

2.  The  BRA'S  administrative  policy  of  a  25'^   limit  on  subsidized 
(rental  assistance)  housing  units  further  accelerated  displace- 
ment.  This  policy  has  never  been  evaluated  in  relation  to 
other  subsidy  alternatives  (e.g.  mortgage  assistaJice)  or  in 
relation  to  need,  nor  has  the  policy  ever  been  publicly  reviewed 
and  approved  by  SEPAG ,  the  elected  urban  renewal  committee,  or 
the  bra's  own  board  of  directors. 

3.  The  Statement  ignores  evidence  of  prevailing  community  seutiiient 
which  was  documented  in  the  ERA'S  survey  done  by  Concensus,  Inc. 
This  survey  indicated  community  concern  with  displacement  and 
support  for  additional  rental  assistance  units. 
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4S  Rutland  3t- 
Bcston,  y^A   0  2113 
May  16,  197  9 


Mr.  Albert  Horn 
Federal  Compliance  Manager 
Office  of  Federal  Relations 
Boston  City  Hall,  Rm.   957 
1  City  Hall  Square 
Boston,  MA   0  2201 

Dear  Mr.  Horn: 

The  following  corcinents  are  being  submitted  in  response 
to  the  South  End  EIS  as  prepared  by  the  Boston  Redevelop- 
ment Authority,  Abt  Associates  and  others: 

1.  The  study  fails  to  address  itself  to  the  impact 
adverse  and/or  positive  of  other  developments 
which  have  begun  or  are  proposed  which  will  effect 
the  South  End  Community.   Copley  Place,  Crosstown, 
Industrial  Park,  Southwest  Corridor  Project  will 
all  have  significant  impact  on  business,  housing/ 
rental  rates,  parking  and  traffic  in  the  South  End. 

2.  The  direct  and  indirect  displacem.ent  of  families, 
individuals,  elderly  and  Third  World  persons  has  not 
been  seen  as  a  problem  in  this  study.   In  order  to 
effectively  measure  adverse  impact  of  the  close  out 
it  is  necessary  to  analyze  the  effects  of  Urban 
Renewal  up  to  this  point  to  project  anticipated  cut- 
comes  of  the  urban  renev/al  project  and  to  build  in 
mitigating  factors  that  will  protect  persons  currently 
living  in  this  community.   As  least  20,000  persons 
have  left  the  South  End  since  1960  as  a  result  of 
demolition,  conversion  and  unaffordable  rents.   It  is 
likely  that  the  increase  of  property  values  will 
continue  to  escalate  rents  which  will  significantly 
affect  lower  and  moderate  income  people.   Since  persons 
in  this  group  are  largely  Black,  Hispanic  and  Asian 
one  can  anticipate  further  segregation  in  the  community 
particularly  since  the  BRA  has  indicated  that  only  25% 
of  the  remaining  housing  will  be  subsidized.   This 
limitation  of  course  is  being  placed  on  rental  housing 
that  would  house  lov;  and  moderate  income  persons. 

There  is  no  indication  that  there  will  be  any  limitations 
on  subsidies  which  will  be  available  to  developers  who 
will  develop  market  housing. 


The  citizens  participation  process  is  questionable 
at  best.   When  meetings  have  been  held  with  inter- 
ested neighborhood  groups  often  times  recommendations 
of  the  groups  for  the  reuse  of  particular  parcels 
were  not  even  considered  in  the  B.R.A.'s  recommended 
use.   As  far  as  I  am  aware  there  was  no  attem.pt  to 
even  discuss  parcels  on  Rutland  Street  with  the 
Rutland  Street  Association  prior  to  making  any  recom- 
mendations . 

The  EIS  was  not  generally  available  to  concerned 
citizens.   While  one  mdght  excuse  this  because  of 
the  size  of  the  volumie  it  was  not  until  the  public 
hearing  on  April  25,  1979  that  many  residents  were 
aware  that  copies  were  available  at  the  local  library. 
Also  at  that  meeting  Ritchie  Kail  of  BRA  indicated 
that  copies  of  a  summarv*  would  be  available  on  request 
either  by  calling  or  writing  his  office.   I  per3onall^ 
called  on  the  miorning  of  April  27th  and  to  date  have 
not  received  this  summary  which  might  have  allowed  me 
to  comment  on  many  more  areas  of  the  report. 

The  major  linguistic  minorities  in  the  community  were 
not  even  considered  in  the  distribution  of  notices 
for  the  public  hearings. 

The  Consensus  Survey  which  is  referred  to  in  the  ZIS 
documLent  excluded  the  Asian  community. 

In  closing,  it  is  strongly  recomm.ended  that  a  more 
comprehensive  EIS  draft  be  dex-eloped  which  presents 
a  total  picture  of  the  implications  of  Urban  Renewal 
clcseout  on  the  entire  comm.unity  and  also  addresses 
itself  to  issues  that  have  been  raised  by  groups 
and  individuals  durina  this  comment  period. 


Sincerely  yours  ,- 
Gladys  A.  ^Guson 
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6l  Rutland  Street 
Boston,  ivlassachusetts  C2118 
.   May  20,  1979 

Albert  Kom,  Federal  Compliance  Manager 
Office  of  Federal  Relations 
Boston  City  Hall  -  Room  957 
Boston,  Pv'assachusetts  02201 

Sir: 

These  comments  are  in  response  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  Financial  Settlem.ent  of  the  South  End  Urban  Renev/al 
Project. 

I  have  been  a  resident  of  the  South  Zv.c.  during  the  entire  execution 
period  of  the  Plan.  I  am  a  Black  homeowner  (and  not  a  gentlem.an)  .  I 
have  never  been  asked  to  participate  in  any  survey  or  questionnaire 
on  the  subject  of  urban  renewal. 

I  am  a.  13-year  resident  of  Rutland  Street  and  a  member  of  that  Street 
Association. 

1 )   The  EIS  Fails  to  Assess  the  Im.oact  of  Closeout  on  my  im.m.ediate 
environmen~  due  ~o  a  faul~v  comm.unixv  oarticioation  ■orccess. 


oroDosed  close- 


meetings  held  in  Phase  I  of  the  Close  Out  process,  the  Rutland  Stree'.. 
Association  is  not  listed  anyv-zhere  as  having  oeen   consulted. 

One  of  the  major  parcels  with  which  the  EIS  is  concerned  is  located  at 
the  corner  of  Rutland  Street  and  Shawm.ut  Ave,  i   block  from  my  home. 
In  addition  to  tk  fact  That  there  has  been  no  participation  by  Rutland 
Street  residents,  to  my  knov/ledge,  in  the  process  for  recommending  use; 
for  this  parcel(RC-9,30i  RD-60),  The  SIS  indicates  that  the  BRA  "s" pre- 
ferred Alternative  for  this  site  is  comumercial  developm.ent  despite  the 
fact  txhat  for  r.any  blocks  in  any  direction  from  the  site  the  area  is 
totally  residential;  recreational  space  is  at  a  premium  in  the  area; 
and  no  marketing  analysis  has  been  done  to  ascertain  whether  there  is 
any  demand  for  such  a  usage.   Furtherm.ore ,  my  reading  of  the  original 
Urban  Renewal  Plan  shows  that  permitted  uses  for  Parcel  RC-9  are  "Resi- 
dential-upoer  floors ,  Commercial  <i-/or  Offices-ground  floor"  and  for 
RD-60 , "Residential" . 

On  this  site  at  present  there  sits  an  abandoned  and  blighting  "In- 
Fill"  unit.   The  EIS,  which  is  supposed  to  assess  the  negative  im.pacts 
of  Closeout,  nowhere  discusses  the  disposition  of  this  environm.ental 
nuisance  nor  the  demolition  of  the  second  hazardous  unit  which  sits 
on  Rutland  3t.  a-pproximately  100  yards  diagonally  from  my  front  yard. 

Rutland  Street  has  not  received  the  public  imiprovements  promised  is^ 
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the  Urban  Renewal  Plan.   Neither  nev/  sidev/alks ,  sxreet  reconstruction 
nor  sev/er  and  drain  rsconstruction  has  been  accomplished.   Indeed,  I 
learned  from  the  SIS  that  v/e  have  no  assurance  that  the  latter  work 
will  ever  ba  done.   The  ZI3  does  not  analyze  the  specific  negative 
i-pacts  which  v/ill  result  from  the  non-completion  of  these  improvements, 
on  Rutland  Stz'eet  or  elsev/here  v/ithin  the  South  End  Area. 

2 )   The  SIS  Rails  to  Assess  the  Progress  tov/ard  Achiever.ent  of  the 
Criminal  Cb.jecxives  of  the  Urban  Rene'.val  Plan. 

Although  the  Assessment  cites  selective  objectives  listed  in  the 
original  urban  renev/al  plan,  it  discusses  extensively  an  objective 
which  was  not  part  of  the  original  Plan(historic  preservation)  while 
failing  to  mention  or  evaluate  some  key  Plan  objectives. 

Chapter  II,  Section  201,  which  listed  the  Basic  Objectives  of  South 
End  Urban  Renewal  stated  that  one  of  the  six  was  to  "Provide  an  econom- 
ically, socially  and  racially  integrated  ccmjnunity".  Kovievar ,    census 
tract  maps  which  were  distributed  at  the  public  hearing( showing  :ov/rier- 
occupancy  and  loans),  and  published  in  the  SEPAG  newsletter ( Vol  XI, 
No.  2,  shov/ing  race  and  income)  demonstrate  clearly  that  the  South  End 
under  urban  renewal  has  become  economically,  socially  and  racially 
segregated. 

Section  203.  "Planning  and  Design  Objectives"  listed  among  the  l6: 
'd)  Provide,  in  apDronriate  areas ( emnhasis  added)  new  housing  units 
which  provide  the  highest  level  of  amienity,  convenience,  usefulness 
and  livability  which  are  within  the  income  requirem.ents  of  the  residents 
of  the  community"  and  "e)   Provide  new  housing  specifically  desi:gned 
to  meet  the  needs  of  the  numerous  elderly  residents  in  the  comimunity" . 

The  EIS,  insxead  of  an  evaluation  of  the  extent  to  which  these  goals 
have  been  achieved,  and  the  social  and  economic  impact  of  a  failure 
to  meet  these  goals,  opts  instead  for  a  wholly  inappropriate  and 
irrelevant  discussion  of  the  politics  of  urban  renev/al  in  the  South 
End.   It  further  asserts  that  a  quota  for  "subsidized"  (i.e.  affordable) 
housing  is  in  effect  in  the  South  End.   If  such  a  policy,  formal  or 
inform.al  has  been  enacted,  in  contradiction  to  the  expressed  wishes  of 
6Sfj   of  South  End  residents  (Table  II  l6-  SIS),  it  has  been  so  v/ithout 
any  opportunity  for  public  participation  in  the  decision-making  process. 
Furthermiore,  it  could  be  viev/ed  by  scm.e  long-term  residents,  like  my- 
self as  having  been  instituted  with  discrimxinatory  intent  inasmuch  as 
the  great  bulk  of  the  "subsidized"  housing  has  been  constructed  in 
census  tracts  v/hich  are  overwhelmingly  non-white.   Perhaps  the  first 
objective  has  been  met  because  the  only  "appropriate  areas"  v/ere  seg- 
regated, poor  areas. 

Item  0  of  Section  203  lists  as  a  Plan  objective  "Unite  the  historically 
separated  communities  divided  by  Mortham.pton  Street".   Clearly,  the 
fact  that  the  only  renev/al  activity  undertaken  South  of  Nothampton  St 
has  been  demolition,  and  xhe  construction  of  subsidized  housing(and 
one  park)  is  ample  evidence  of  the  fact  that  this  goal  has  not  been 
met.   Vast  ar.ounts  of  vacant  land  and  anticipated  non-completion  of 
public  improvements  in  the  area  are  testimony  to  the  failures  of 
urban  renewal.   Yet  the  EIS  does  not  deal  in. .any  way  with  this  problem. 
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^'      ?ns  -13  dees  not  Torovide  an  evaluation  of  -ho  ipT^^nT-  of  ^n^-..^-^^- 
various  earden  ^ro^ects  in  parcels  -hroughoux  the  Souxh  End/ — --— -^-^ 

On  Rutland  St,  as  elsewhere,  there  are  parcels  v/elT -utUi-  =  r   v^  lo^-T 
gardeners  for  growing  food.   Apparently,  under  Close  outrall  th-^-^"" 
pioos  are  to  be  given  to  the  highest  bidder,  irrespec-ive  of  ^'^-"~' 
haraship  which  is  causes  to  the  users  of  these  gardens?   'Thi  <.  ^sp=-,s  to 
me   Highly  inappropriate ,  if  not  do-.vnright  discriminatory  as?  ^ot"rc- 
mcidenxaily.  many  of  these  users  are  minority  persons. 

\     T-^"  ^-13  Fails  to  -present  a  comTprehensive  commercial  ^=v^lGT"^o-n^ 
scneme  for  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal  .Are.q"  ^^"^^ — ' "    " 

Washington  Street,  if  blocks  from  m.y  house  is  cited  in  the  Asse«sm-nt 

;;,J  -!!^^S4.'"r°^'^f-/°^  '^^^^^-  commercial  activity  on  a  m.ajor  scale 
However,  uhe  Statement  aoes  not  outline  plans  -"or  suc^  a^t^v^^-^  >-cr 
does  It  evalua-e  hew  the  Re^Dlacement  Service  will  inte^^'=t°  and-'-^"--^ 
on  the  proposed  uses  for  Washington  Street  -Darcels  rem.a ^:nin^  iVth"^''"  ^ 
^f^/^^"^-   "^^"•.   ^^^'  -'^'^^  ^hs  2IS  fails^to  assess  the'iSpact  of 
any  of  the  propcsea  surrounding  activities  (Ccoley  Square,  "-lunt^n-tcn 
Avenue,  Orange  Line  Relocation)  on  the  enviror.mentai;  ecoAomVc  and 
social  fabric  of  the  South  End.  -oxiu.._c  ana 

^^  J^^-    --^  ^-^-"  ^Q  T^rovV^o  p  --^reful  and  thorough  anal^-^^^  c----^- 
Tent  Citv  Site.  ' ■      ~ — '-^-^-^ 


This  site,  the  largest  remaining  ::otentia] 


-    -  ^   3  ---w-.w_^^  nousmg  resource  i'^  th^ 

Jrban  Renewal  Area,  has  apparently  fallen  victim  in  the  EI3  to  emer-i--- 
dRA  policy  Ox  giving  preference  and  veto  loower  to  u^Duer- income  n-w-om-?= 
00  tni 3  community.   Even  though  an  excellent  resource  for  ur^=>-"^v- 
neeaed^low  and  r.oderate  incom.e  housing,  the  EIS  fails  to  elucidate  wh  =  - 
speci.ic  development  is  contemplated  for  this  site,  when  and  how.~   '" 

In  sum,  it  is  m.y  belief  that  the  Envirorjnental  Assessment  is  ^  whollv 
dsficien.  document  in  ways  too  num.erous  and  fundamentalto  mention  as 
an  evaluation  of  the  negative  impacts  of  Financial  Settlement  and 
ouboequent  clcseout  of  urban  renewal  in  the  South  End.   It  ^- s  my  beUef  ' 
ohat  the  document  should  be  redone  in  a  fashion  that  takes  into  account 
•!u^^  negative  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  and  that  is  corsi--=nt 
with  the  requirements  of  Law  and  Federal  Regulation. 


Very  truly  yours, 


"^lanara  :-'.ay  Gibbs 
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64    West    Rutland    Square 
Joston,    Massachusetrs    02113 


May    21,    19  79 

Mr.  Albert  Horn 
Federal  Compliance  Manager 
Office  of  Federal  Relations 
Boston  City  Hall,  Room  957 
One  City  Hall  Square 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

Dear  Mr.  Horn: 

_     These  comments  are  in  response  to  the  South  E^d 
iZillTtlllLnrTETTf^'    "'"'  '"''""  ""'  ^'^'^   environmental 

My  husband  and  I  have  been  homeowners  in  the  South  ^nd 
'°Li\^'^!f!.^^^-^.^^^i^^  period  of  the  Urban  Renewal  P?an   ^My 

my 
hood 


comir.ents  reflect  my  views  as  influenced  through  the  vears'bv' 
neighbors  and  the  goals  and  hopes  of  the  ClarLont  Nelg.hborhc 

-''-•   HUD  should  not  close  out  the  South  End  Urban  Ren^w.:.!  ^la 
un.,il  3  major  ooiectives  are  assured  of  achigvPni^"^F~ 


racially  integrated  community." 


^l'®„f"''°^^?  private  market  created  under  the  Urban 
^      Renewal  Plan  through  public  subsidv  of  develoDe>-s  ax-d 
■      homeovmers  threatens  to  drive  out  and/or  seg-ecat- 
r     moderate  and  low-income  residents.   Prooertv  rpas^escm-rc 


I ' 


in  coming  years  will  finish  the  process' and' defeat  the' 
above  goal. 

The  South  End  community's  response  to  these  changed 
circumstances  has  been  to  press  for  more  subsidized  housing 
than  m  the  original  plan.   The  City's  response  has  b^en  to 
lis. en  to  the  rears  of  small  unrepresentative  groups  and 
set  an   informal   policy  restricting  subsidies  to  25%  of 
new   or  rehaoilitated  units  (a  m.aximum,  not  even  a  guarantee) 

Such  an  important  policy  issue  affecting  a  basic 
objective  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  must  be  presented  for 
com.munity  approval.   Closeout  should  not  occur  unMl 
agreeable  public  resolution  of  this  issue. 
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(2)  Section  203  1:   "Improve  streets,  streetlighting , 
utilities  ..." 

During  the  13  years  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  the  South 
End  has  waited  for  public  improvements  while  City  money  has 
been  spent  elsewhere.   Now  money  for  our  improvements  is  not 
available.   Closeout  should  not  occur  until  availability  is 
assured,  not  "applied  for"  or  "sought",  of  funds  to  replace 
antiquated  sewers,  drains,  sidewalks,  streets  and  lighting. 
An  adequate  closeout  docum.ent  should  also  itemize  which 
streets,  sewers,  etc.,  have  been  done  and  street-by-street 
reasons  for  deletions. 

Work  already  done  once  -  such  as  sidewalks  on  West  Canton 
from  Col^ambus  to  the  railroad  tracks  (p.  215)  and  West  Newton, 
from  Columius  to  Tremont  (p.  215)  should  not  be  redone  with 
urban  renewal  funds . 

(3)  Section  203  f:  "provide  opportunities  for  existing 
commercial  establishjnents  to  remain  in  the  area  and 
provide  better  service." 

No  proposal  exists  in  the  EIS  to  assure  this  goal.   With- 
out concrete  solutions,  existing  stores  will  be  pushed  ou-  by 
market  forces,  negating  the  community's  purpose  in  the 
original  plan. 

B .   HUD  should  not  close  out  the  plan  until  an  accurate  and 
adequate  EIS  has  been  prepared. 

The  document  as  prepared  contains  historical  inaccuracies 
of  fact  and  intent.   It  includes  goals  -  historical  preserva- 
tion, 25%  low-income  housing,  for  instance,  which  were  not 
goals  of  the  original  plan. 

Most  serious,  it  does  not  include  information  necessary 
to  assess  the  extent  to  which  the  original  goals  have  been 
achieved,  namely: 

.  .  .  streets  which  have  attained  new  lighting,  sewers, 
drains,  streets,  sidewalks. 

.  .  .  total  monies  spent  on  Urban  Renewal  Plan,  their 
sources  and  programs. 

.  .  .  housing  built  and  rehabilitated  by  type  (low, 

moderate,  market);  program  (213,  221d3,  236,  etc.); 
location  (Mathunion,  Concord,  etc.);  and  number  of 
units . 
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Page  3 

.  .  .  housing  subsidies  by  type  of  recipient:   developers 

homeov/ners ,  tenant  rent  subsidies,  ■  '  ~"" 

Clear  data  should  replace  the  generalities  on  oo.  75-37. 

C .  The  public  process  to  date  has  been  inadequate  and 
ineffectual . 

One  general  public  hearing  in  which  only  one  hour  was 
available  for  public  corrjnent  is  inadequate  for  closeout. 

In  addition,  without  explanation  the  EIS  did  not  reflect 
several  requests  of  my  neighborhood  association  -  Claremont  - 
in  the  final  document.   I  support  their  January,  1979,  re- 
quests, i.e.:   the  Massachusetts  Avenue  "cluster"  -  1,  2,  3, 
4-bedroom  apartments  for  25%  low,  50%  moderate  and  25%  market 
housing,  with  ground  floor  commercial  space;  and  USES  designa- 
tion for  the  buildings  on  Ccl^umbus  Avenue  near  Massachusetts 
Avenue  for  elderly  subsidized  housing. 

In  addition,  West  Newton  Street  sidewalk  and  street 
resurfacing  (p.  216)  ought  not  be  deferred.   West  Mewton  is 
a  hea^rv   traffic  and  pedestrian  connection  to  the  Back  Bay  and 
in  bad  condition.   The  Orange  Line  project  will  only  resurface 
30 '-50'  east  of  the  railroad  track. 

D .  The  final  doc^ument  must  contain  specific,  community-acoroved 
plans  for  major  areas  still  unfinished. 

Without  such  commitments,  the  South  End  lacks  the  protec- 
tions provided  in  the  original  document.   Specifically  importani 
to  me  are:   (1)  Tent  City  site:   I  support  the  Task  Force 
position;   (2)  the  land  south  of  Massachusetts  Avenue  should 
be  a  land  trust  as  requested  by  that  community; 
(3)  Washington  Street.   This  was  an  active  commercial  area 
when  we  mioved  to  the  South  End,  until  the  BRA  tore  it  down. 
The  Stop  and  Shop,  for  instance,  was  torn  down  the  morning 
after  the  community  was  guaranteed  a  stay  of  demolition  by 
the  BRA.   HUD  and  the  City  cannot  abandon  their  comumitment 
to  this  area  demolished  by  their  policies.   If  fixed  rail 
transit  replacement  for  the  Orange  Line  could  be  guaranteed, 
it  would  encourage  commercial  development  (as  on  Centre 
Street,  J.?,  and  Beacon  Street).   At  the  moment,  the  City 
is  committed  to  bus  service,  however,  which  does  not 
encourage  comimercial  development;  and  (4)  CommLitmient  on 
policies  affecting  minor  parcel  must  be  more  specific  and 
include  subsidv  unit  recuirements . 


421 


Mr.  Albert  Horn  May  21,  19  79 

Pace  4 


In  conclusion,  I  hope  that  HUD,  the  BRA  and  the  City 
will  not  withdrav/  from  their  commitments  to  the  South  End  without 
resolving  the  many  issues  raised  in  these  comments. 


Sincerely, 

/-  ,. 

/ 
Ann  Hershfang 


/t.^^  ,<4.L^4^-:£ 


k 
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4  Rutland  Square,  Boston,  Massachusetts  021 1 8 

21  Kay  1979 

Boston  Redevelop~:ent  Authority 
Boston,  ^Massachusetts 

To  v.'hon  it  Kiay  concern! 

I  wish  to  be  recorded  as  being  opposed  to  the  closeout 
process  for  the  South  End  Urban  Renev/al  Project  as  currently 
proposed. 

I  am  concerned  that  local  resident  input  may  not  be  thoroughly 
considered  before  any  "preferred  alternatives"  for  develop-.ent 
proposals  be  considered. 

I  am  concerned  that  information  on  any  developnient  projects, 
and  how  they  are  to  be  funded,  .-ray  not  be  appropriately  be  cleared 
v/ith  SEPAC ,  the  local  elected  urban  renewal  committee,  and  with 
other  South  End  residents. 

i'.ost  of  all,  I  am  concerned  about  some  of  the  BRA's  conclusions 
reacxhed  in  its  draft  Envircnmental  Impact  Statement.   The  City  must 
not  lose  sight  of  the  original  goals  of  the  urban  renev/al  plan 
which  called  for  improvement  of  housing  conditions  and  intended 
to  provide  for  decent,  adequate  housing  within  the  incom.e  recuirem.ents 
of  South  End  residents. 

The  BRA  must  every  effort  to  include  as  many  South  End  residents' 
involvem.ent  in  this  extremely  im.portant  process  as  possible. 


Yours  truly, 


Tristram.   Blalce 
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Judy  Hall 

379  Sliavz-iut  Avenue 

Boston,  -"-ass.  C2ll?^ 


Office  of  Federal  Relations 
Room  960,  Boston  City  Hall 
Boston,  .'-iass.  022C1 


Dear  Sirs: 

I  have  been  an  involved  resident  of  tb.e  Sout;-',  Bnd  for 
the  past  fifteen  years.   I  an  upset  v/ith  tlie  Enviromental 
I.Tipact  Study  of  the  Boston  Redevelop.Tient  Authority,  and 
do  not  think  it  is  an   appropriate  plan  for  use  of  close- 
out  funds. 

There  v;-as  inadequate  citizen  participation  in  tl^e  process 
of  doing  the  study;  it  was  not  available  to  the  co:T,aunity 
generally  for  comnient. 

It  does  not  deal  with  basic  problems  which  an  "environ- 
mental" study  should,  such  as  displacement.  Some  3,000 
lower  income  families  and  elderly  people  no-.-'  living  in 
th.e  South  ^rid    pay  excessive  rents  and  are  in  danger   of 
displacement,  according  to  th,a  SSPAC  Housing  Repori 
and  housing  waiting  lists.   Are 
of  the  South  End  "environment"? 


tliese  people  not  part 


I  don't  ti^ink  it  is  a  good  close-out  plan  because  it 
does  not  deal  with  unnet  Urban  Renevral  goals.   Only  2,500 
units  were  constructed  to  replace  the  10, 0^^"'  lost  throu--h 
demolition,  conversion,  etc.,  in  th.e  last  20  years. 

I  am  concerned  th.at  tlie  EIS  allows  for  new  lu:cury  housing 
construction  dependent  on  mortgage  and  tax  subsidies, 
yet  proposes  a  maximum  ceiling  (unofficial)  of  25:'j  subsidy 
on  lov;  and  moderate  income  units,  and  that  publication  of 
this  2y/o   restriction  is  before  t'.ie  end  of  the  Environmental 
Review  process,   SEPAC  has  pointed  out  that  this  "clearly 
precludes  full  evaluation  of  other  subsidy  altern=tives 
in  the  EIS,  as  required  by  law.'* 

As  a  c-^ncerned  citizen,  I  feel  there  are  too  many  unresolved 
questions  h.ere. 

Sincerely, 
Judy  Hall 
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;1  r.-.ay  1979 


To; 


Boston  Rede^elo'Di'' ent  Authc 
Boston,  r^  a  s  3  £.  c  h  u  s  e  t:  t  G 


To  v.-ho:n  it  nay  concern: 

I  v-'ould  like  to  go  en  record  reg"rdin;~  the 
South  2nd'  urban  renewal  close-out  process.   It  is 
r.y   understanding  that  neither  ample  ti.T.e  nor  inforr.ation 
re'~r»rding  the  Enviornr.ental  Ir.pact  Study  v;?s  given  to 
all  South  End  residents.   I  have  lived  in  the  South  End 
over  15  yer.rs  and  would  like  to  continue  livinv~  here. 
Unless  there  is  proper  planning,  housing. especially  for 
ir.onocities ;  the  poor,  the  elderly,  Blacks  and  Puerto  Ricans 
v/ill  disappear  and  or  will  "be  segregated  into  certain  parcels 
v/ithin  the  South  End, 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  question  01  the  South  End 
urban  renev/al  will  be  resolved  in  a  justice  ~anner  ?nd 
allow  for  all  residents  tc  ~articicate  in  this  planning. 


Sincer  n-lv 


'  Jovita 
'^  32  Dartmouth   Street 

Boston,    L'assachusetts   02116 
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Douglas   Hall 

379   Shav.'rnut   Avenue 

Eoston,    ."■lass.    G2113 


Office   of  Federal  Relations 
Roo.Ti  960,    Boston   Citv   Kail 
Eoston,    MA   02201 

Dear  Sirs: 

Regarding  the  Boston  Redevelocrrient  Aut'.ioritv  Environ.Tiental 
Innact  Study  of  tlie  South  End,  I  have  been  an  involved 
resident  of  the  South  End  for  15  years.   I  have  not  yet 
seen  this  study  personally,  nor  did  I  knov/  about  t':e 
one  public  meeting  th.at  v/as  held.   My  information  is 
from  a  fact  sh.eet  prepared  by  my  duly  elected  repre- 
sentatives of  S.  E.  R  A.  C   As  I  understand  SEPAC  v;as 
practically  ignored  in  the  drafting  of  this  document, 
vrh.ich  evidently  ignores  such  vital  issues  as  displace- 
ment.  '.'/!iose  enviroment  does  it  describe?  "Vliat  is  th.is 
about  an  unofficial  25^^  restriction  placed  on  subsidy 
levels  in  tl:e  future? 

One  public  meeting  of  which  nortions  of  th.e  community 
did  not  knov/  about^  ti:at  concerned  a  docu":ent  v.rritten 
in  highly  technical  language,  tl^at  ignored  duly  elected 
recresent'tives  and  concerned  matters  vital  to  residents 
of  this  comm.unity  makes  a  farce  of  a  Hedged  democratic 
orincioles. 


Douglas  Hall 
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24  Rutland  Square 
Boston,  MA   02118 
May  21,  1979 


Mr.  Albert  Horn 
Federal  Compliance  Manager 
Office  of  Federal  Relations 
Boston  City  Hall  -  Room  957 
One  City  Hall  Square 
Boston,  MA   02201 

Re:   Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
South  End  Urban  Renewal  Project 

Dear  Sir: 

I  wish  to  go  on  record  v^ith  some,  comments  on  the  Draft  of  the 
South  End  Environmental  Impact  Statem.ent  and  the  Close  Out  process 
in  general.   Unfortunately  business  and  family  commitments  have 
not  allowed  me  to  study  the  document  in  detail,  and  thus  I  will 
commient  more  on  the  process  than  the  results. 

In  general  I  feel  that  the  community  participation  in  the  process 
has  been  a  sham;  a  public  relations  show  rather  than  a  real  com- 
mitment to  the  concepts   The  clearest  indication  of  this  is  to  be 
found  in  the  almost  total  unwillingness  of  the  BRA  to  allow  SEPi~C 
to  participate  in  the  process «   As  a  former  chairperson  of  the 
SEPAC  Urban  Renewal  Committee  I  know  well  the  frustrations  of 
trying  to  forge  a  consensus  from  the  diverse  elements  that  make 
up  SEPAC.   It  is  not  a  political  "machine"  that  can  be  m.anipulated 
from  the  top  but  this,  of  course,  is  its  very  strength „   It 
reflects  the  South  End  and  its  diversity  as  does  no  other  organi- 
zation; it  is  elected,  not  appointed  or  self-elected;  and  it  was 
established  by  the  City  for  this  very  reasono   It  has,  however, 
fallen  into  disfavor  with  the  City  in  recent  years;  it  hasn't 
followed  a  party  line  and  therefore  has  been  ignored  and  defunded, 
in  violation  of  the  very  contract  that  the  City  wrote.   The 
refusal  to  work  with  the  one  organization  empowered  with  the  role 
of  monitoring  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  must  invalidate  the  whole 
process . 

Let  me  give  an  e:<am.ple  of  the  use  of  the  process  to  becloud  what 
actually  was  happening  in  close-out.   A  year  ago  the  BRA  tried 
quietly  dispose  of  a  large  part  of  their  remaining  scattered  site 
holdings  through  market  sales.   As  much  of  the  more  successful 
low  income  housing  in  the  South  End  has  involved  row  house  rehab- 
ilitation, it  seemed  inconceivable  that  such  a  major  disposal 
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May  21,  1979 

Mr.  Albert  Hera 
Page  2 


would  be  considered  independently  of  the  "close-out"  process, 
which  supposedly  was  concerned  with  only  the  large  parcels. 

While  I  realize  the  pressure  to  close  out  the  South  End  Urban 
Renewal  Project  I  cannot  accept  the  process  by  which  it  is  being 
accomplished,  nor  trust  the  results  that  are  thereby  being 
produced . 


Very  truly  yours , 


A.  Wood 
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Vir,   Robert  J.  Ryan,  Director 

3oston  Redevelopment  Authority 

1  City  nail  Square  \\a1.^' 

Boston,  Hass.,  02201  \\^  _^ 

Re;  Comr.ent  on  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Closeout  Dratt  ilS 


Dear  Mr.  Ryan: 


I  have  examined  the  Draft  iilS  for  the  Financial  Settlement 
South  End   U'^ban  Renewal  Project  oreoared  by  Abt  Associates,  Inc. 
It  is  a  difficult  document  to  comnent  uoon  since  it  really  says 
so  lit'^le  about  t^e  very  substantial  oroblems  that  urban  renewal 
has  "reated  in  this  neighborhood. 

I  was  gratified  to  'ind  "bsent  the  raucous  and  racist  poverty 
business  lobby  propaga-ida  concerning  "sentriiication, "  that  is  to 
say  the  integ^-ation  of  Black  neisrhb  or  hoods,  to  which  we  in  the 
South  End  have  been  subjec'^ed  for  so  niany  years. 

I  was  even  -nore  gratified  to  find,  at  last,  an  adr.ission 
that  the  BRA's  oresence  has  resulted  in  1)  a  decrease  in  the  per- 
centa?e  'A^hite  population  thus  aggravating  ra';ial  ir.calance,  and 
2)  a  disproportionate  concentration  of  the  burden  of  puDlically 
subsidized  low-inco-':e  housing  projects  in  the  South  i£nd  in  contrast 
to  other  Boston  neighborhoods  and  cormunities  in  the  Co-nmonwealth. 

An  unfortunate  and  misleading  oversight  is  the  fact  that  most 
of  the  South  End  projects  are  deeply  and  unlawfully  segregated  by 
race,  in  some  instances  de  jure  segregated.   There  is,  for  example, 
no  discussion  of  the  cotential  impact  apon  the  City  of  court-ordered 
desegregation  of  ♦•-hese  orojects. 

While  the  Draft  EIS  notes  the  financial  failure  of  many  of 
these  orojects  it  fails  to  explore  the  monstrous  adverse  economic 
impact  of  these  crojects  on  the  neighborhood,  the  City,  and  the 
Com-ncnwealth,  an  impact  arising,  not  only  from  the  subsidies  and 
the  crojf^ct  br^nkruptci'^s,  but  also  from  the  enormous  social  ser'/ice 
burden  due  to  *-he  creation  in  the  South  End  of  a  ecca  for  out-of- 
state  indigents  seeking  to  exploit  the  Commonwealth's  oarticularly 
eenerous  welfare  benefits,  from  school  busing  made  necessary  as  a 
consequence  of  ^-roject  created  racial  imbalance,  and  from  the  loss 
of  vital  tax  revenues  to  the  City  thro'-gh  121A  tax  deals  for  what 
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should  be  v^ry  h:gh  t=x  yield  in^sr-city  real  estate.   Urban  renewal 
has  created  in  the  South  End  what  is  in  effect  a  feedlot  of  tax 
shelters  for  the  rich  a.'t  the  expense  of  the  residents,   while  the 
rich  eat  the  nrofits^the  oeople  of  the  South  End   live  in  the  swill, 

A  recent  decision  of  The  Supreme  Court  of  the   i-^ited  States 
sives  residents  standin?  to  sue  t-.ose  responsible  for  the  racial  im- 
balance of  their  neighborhoods.   In  the  light  of  this  decision  it 
would  seen  s-coropriate  for  the  5RA  to  attempt  t,c  abate  the  adverse 
i-Tirsacts  of  its  past  policies  and  performance.   I  believe  it  nas  a 
legal  duty  to  do  so.   I  urge  the  BRA   to  exercise  this  duty  by  an 
im,Tiediate  halt  on  any  lurther  subsidizied  low-ir.:one  housing  in  or 
near  the  South  End,  by  discouraging  tne  further  influx  of  indigents 
into  the  South  End  and  by  enccur^sring  an  infl-jx  of  taxpayers,  ana 
by  encouraging  in  particular?  home  ownership  including  condominiunis. 
All  orcperties  rernainin?  with  the  BRA    should  be  disposed  of,  not  by 
gift  to  sesrega'-ed  oroject  developers  and  their  friends  for  tax 
shelters,  but  by  sala  on  the  ccen  market  to  persons  and  organizations 
who  will  devsloce  these  rronerties  a<:  home-owners  and/ or  for  market 
level  rental  ui^its  and  who  will  pay  their  full  share  of  t?j:es  with- 
o-_;t  inposine  upDn  the  City  further  lea-ry  social  welfare  crograms. 

I  ours  truly. 


f^    '  f-  i     n  ,1.  ; 


Gov.  King 
;-'ayor  '/P-'.lte 


Dr.  R.  A.  Home,  Sr.vircnmental 
Scientist 
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May  16,  19  7  9 


To  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 


I  am  writing  this  letter  in  response  to  the  Draft  Environmental 
Imapact  Statement  released  by  your  office  in  late  March.   I 
was  unable  to  attend  the  April  26  meeting  because  I  had  no 
transportation  and  did  not  want  to  go  out  alone  at  night. 

My  name  is  Mendel  Miller  and  I  used  to  own  the  buildings 
at  406-412  Harrison  Avenue.  When  I  owned  the  buildings, 
there  was  a  tavern  and  seven  families  living  there.  In 
May,  1976,  the  BRA  took  possession  of  the  buildings  from 
me  under  the  Urban  Renewal  Program.  As  of  this  day,  the 
BRA  still  has  the  buildings  and  I  have  not  received  one 
cent  in  payment  for  them. 

I  have  talked  to  various  officials  at  the  BRA  about  this 
situation.   Most  recently  I  talked  to  Richie  Hall  who  told 
me  the  BRA  has  no  money  to  pay  me.   Yet,  in  the  Fall  of 
1976,  I  was  told  by  a  HUD  official  the  BRA  did  receive  money 
to  take  the  buildings.   What  happened  to  that  money? 

Richie  Hall  has  told  me  the  BRA  wants  to  give  me  the 
buildings  back  but  that  I  would  be  responsible  for  any 
damages  occurring  there  during  the  last  three  years.   I 
do  not  find  that  an  acceptable  arrangement. 

Seven  families  were  moved  out  of  those  buildings  and  I  have 
been  put  through  three  years  of  hardship  over  them  for  no 
good  reason.   Is  this  problem  addressed  in  the  Draft  EIS? 
How  many  other  instances  are  there  where  the  BRA  took  buildings 
and  then  never  did  anything  with  them? 


It  is  my  opinion  that  those  buildings  and  the, land  they 
are  worth  about  $150,000.   The  tavern  is  still  there  and 
rent  to  the  BRA.   What  has  the  BRA  done  with  that  money? 

I  would  like  to  see  these  questions  answered  and  a  reaso 
settlement  offered  to  me  before  HUD  closes  out  the  South 
Urban  Renewal  Project. 

Sincerely , 


are  on 
paying 


CD 

nableS 
End  S 

3)< 


MENDEL  MILLER 
37  Joy  Street 
Boston ,  Mass . 


•  o     ^ 
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CITY    OF    BOSTON 
DEPARTMENT    OF    HEALTH    AND    HOSPITALS 


818    HARRISON     AVENUE 
TON.    MASSACHUSETTS     02118 


ciXi 


Tel.  Nc 


424-5594 


May  21 ,  1979 


Mr.  Albert  Ham 
Office  of  Federal  Relations 
Room  957,  City  Hall 
Boston,  Massachusetts 

Dear  Mr.  Ham: 

As  a  resident  and  homeowner  in  the  South  End  for  nine  years  and 
as  someone  who  is  committed  to  the  South  End  as  a  viable  urban 
multiethnic,  multiracial  community,  I  wish  to  express  my  thoughts 
on  the  South  End  Environmental  Impact  Statement  of  the  BRA  (Tent 
City).  I  speak  as  a  pediatrician  at  Boston  City  Hospital,  as  a 
faculty  member  of  Boston  University  Medical  Center  and  because  I 
have  deep  concerns  for  the  health  and  welfare  of  people. 

In  order  to  maintain  the  South  End  as  a  dwelling  place  for  all 
people  and  provide  equal  access  to  good  housing  for  all  economic 
groups,  I  support  the  October  1978  SEPAC  statement  which  calls  for 
25%  low  income,  50%  working  families,  and  25%  market  level  rental 
units  for  parcels  1/a  and  1/b  (Tent  City). 

The  original  goal  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Program  over  10  years  ago 
was  to  maintain  opportunity  for  South  End  residents  who  were  displaced 
to  have  access  to  afford  able  housing.  Because  of  inflation,  many 
working  class  families  cannot  afford  market  rents.  The  BRA  can  do 
no  less  than  fulfill  its  commitment  for  low  and  moderate  income 
housing  in  the  South  End. 

'  Sincerely, 


CC:   S.E.P.A.C. 

Mr.  Hall  ,  BRA 
Ms.  Bowers 


Benjamin  Siegel  ,  M.D. 
148  West  Canton  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02118 
Pediatrician,  Boston  City  Hospital 
Asst.  Prof,  of  Pediatrics, 
Boston  University  School  of  Med. 
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^neodore   C  J^andsynark,    Qrscf. 


May  20,    1979 


p.    O.    BOX   280 

BOSTON.    MA  02101 

1617)    535-4560 


Office   of   Federal  Relations 

Room   960 

Boston  City  Kail 

Boston,  >Lt.. 

To  1"aoin  it  May  Concern: 

I  have  been  asked,  as  a  six-year  resident  of  the  South  End, 
a  former  Moderator  of  the  South  End  Project  Area  Conmittee,  and 
a  Director  of  the  Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority,  to 
coEEient  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  prepared  to  address 
BRA  closeout  issues  in  the  South  End.   It  is  my  belief  that  many 
others  will  speak  to  the  problems  raised  by  the  unfortunately  limited 
distribution  of  the  dociiment  itself  (not  every  South  Ender  is  tied 
closely  enough  to  a  neighborhood  association  to  even  know  of  the 
availability  of  such  documents,  and  there  was  clearly  insuf f icien.t 
time  to  digest  and  comment  upon  the  materials) ,  and  of  the 
unfortunate  focus  of  the  document  on  parcel  by  parcel  analysis 
in  a  manner  which  seems  to  mitigate  against  the  establishment 
of  an  overall  planning  viewpoint  within  the  document.   Others 
will  also,  hopefully,  look  to  underlying  questions  of  displacement 
and  the  manner  in  which  these  were  not  fully  addressed. 

From  my  current  perspective,  I  am  more  concerned  at  the 
light  treatment  the  SIS  gives  to  related  issues,  particularly 
those  in  the  urban  transportation  and  joint  development  context. 
Copley  Place,  the  Orange  Line  construction,  and  replacement 
service  needs  in  the  area  received  little  attention.   The  possible 
desirability  of  establishing  community  development  corporations 
to  continue  the  development  work  of  SEPGa  and  other  bodies 
was  not  touched  upon.   Issues  such  as  land-banking,  or  the 
involvement  of  state  and  federal  agencies  (such  as  the  National 
Park  Service,  the  Historii  Preser'/ation  group  within  City  Hall, 
and  state  environraeutal  authorities)  ,  which  might  have  come  up 
if  the  EIS  took  a  larger  planning  view,  received  short  shrift. 

Essentially,  I  believe  the  report  documents  well  the  closeout 
process,  and  raises  as  many  issues  by  address,  as  by  omission.   The 
overall  community  however,  needs  more  time,  and  a  broader  overview 
if  we  are  to  comment  as  fully  as  might  be  hoped.   The  mere  exclusion 
of  a  list  of  the  "minor  parcels"  makes  it  difficult  to  comment  on 
what  Tshsft  choice  might  really  do  to  impact  on  neighborhood  growth 
or  decay.   It  is  my  hope  that  continued  work  in  this  area  will  be 
broader,  and  performed  within  a  longer  time  context. 


;-:ay  16,  1979 

Richard  Hall 

Boston  Redevelopment.  _--uchority ,  South  ?:;nd  Site  OiTice 

72  Warren  St. 

Boston,  I-.ass, 

Pear  I-lr,  Hall, 

As  nomeowners  on  I-iassachuse  tts  /-.verAie  ,be  t'-r-r-on 
Ooiuriibus  Avenue  on  the  south  and  the  railroad  traCiCo  on.   the 
north,  our  lives  will  be  criticaiij  affected  by  the  dispositior 
of  parcels  in  Quadront  I, 

The  two  sites  which  concern  us  most  are  tne  ^arter 
Schooj  site,  wnich  is  now  a  vacant  lot^  and  tne  mostly  enpty 
b-aildings  on  tne  east  side  of  l^iass,  Ave.  between  Columbus  Ave. 
snz.    the  railroad  tracks  (parcels  SE-l,  i^b,  i;7 ,  1.3?  A'4-.  -";.  io , 
^U,>1,22,<£3,  ^nd  RH-82, 670 

V/e  would  li.-:e  to  sea  the  ,;arter  Scnooi  site  -■■eriaia 
53  open  land,  .-.  park  v;ould  be  ideal. 

We  would  like  to  see  the  east  side  of  Aass*  .-.v.h, 
:r.ads  av&ilable  to  middle  class  nomeowners.  We  ar'3  totally 
against  any  further  subsidized  housing  in  bhi  >  neighborhood. 

?lease  consult  the  enclosed  map  end  note  that 
there  is  already  a  heavy  concentration  of  subsidized  hou:-ing 
in  cur  immediate  r-rea.   V/e  feel  that  any  further  concentratio:: 
of  low  income  housing  will  result  in  social  problems  ccmi'non 
to  large  areas  of  concentrated  low  inco":e  projects  such  as 
Heath  St.,  A-athedral,  and  D  Streets, 

V/e  would  like  to  see  mors  homeov/ners  putting 
down  roots  in  our  neighborhood,  not  more  transients  passing 
through.   V/e  want  people  here  who  take  prio'e  in  their  homes, 
their  neighborhood,  and  their  city. 


Sincerely 


1/ 


/^^'^^"  c-^^-j 
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E.   Responses  to  Issues  Raised  and  Comments  Received 

Response  to  Comments  Concerning 
the  Scope  of  the  E.I.S. 

1.  Displacement,  Gentrification,  Segregation 

Although  the  E.I.S»  attempts  to  place  future  development  alternatives  and 
public  improvements  in  the  context  of  the  history  of  -che  project  over  the  last 
13  years,  it  is  well  beyond  the  scope  of  E.I.S.  to  discuss  events  which  have 
already  happened.   It  is  not  the  purpose  of  this  E.I.S.  to  assess  13  years  of 
change  in  the  South  End.   It  does  attempt  to  assess  the  impact  of  finishing  or 
not  finishing  the  project  in  -che  context  of  the  above  events  or  trends  which 
are  perceived  as  taking  place  in  varying  degrees  with  varying  effect  within 
the  project. 

2 .  Impact  of  Adjacent  Develcpments ,  Built  or  Proposed 

This  E.I.S.  concerns  itself  with  assessing  impacts  associated  with  finish- 
ing or  not  finishing  the  project  as  described  in  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan.   As 
such,  it  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  E.I.S.  to  assess  the  impact  of  develop- 
ments which  have  been  built  or  planned  oiitside  the  boundaries  of  this  project. 

3.  Exclusion  of  Viviendas  la  Victoria  II  from  -che  E.I.S. 

The  Authority  has  approved  IBA/ETC  as  developer  for  tnis  site  cind  consid- 
ers this  site  to  be  nearing  che  final  stages  of  completion.   This  development 
is  subject  to  an  environmental  clearance  prepared  by  HUD  (Region  I}.   This 
clearance  currently  is  under  revision  pursuant  to  a  Court  Order  and  will  be 
available  for  review  and  comment  in  accordance  with  HUD  regulations . 

Response  to  Comments  Concerning 
the  Citizen  Participation  Process 

1 .   Selection  of  Community  Groups 

In  any  neighborhood  and  especially  the  South  End,  community  groups  come 
together,  attain  peaks  of  high  visibility,  meet  formally  or  informally,  enjoy 
periods  of  assertiveness  or  inactivity,  and  occasionally  disappear  altogether. 
Many  factors  shape  these  patterns.   Some  of  these  are  geography,  leadership, 
social,  economic,  ideological  or  political  factors,  to  name  a  few. 
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The  groups  which  were  involved  in  the  first  round  of  community  meetings 
during  the  late  Spring  of  1978  were  those  which  were  known  to  the  B.R.A.  and 
the  Little  City  Hall  as  being  active  neighborhood  gr-oups  which  met  at  that 
time  on  a  more  or  less  regular  and  frequent  basis.   The  Authority  and  its  team 
of  consultants  responded  to  every  invitation  which  was  extended  by  a  neighbor- 
hood group.   The  Authority  did  not  deem  it  necessary  that  each  and  every 
organization,  whether  block  association  or  tenant  council,  be  granted  a 
separate  presentation,  especially  where  members  of  such  groups  had  access 
through  larger  organizations. 

It  is  not  the  policy  or  practice  of  the  Authority  to  exclude  any  organiza- 
tion, or  to  favor  any  geographic  or  demographic  section  in  the  South  End. 

2.  Role  of  the  South  End  Project  Area  Committee  (SEPAC) 

The  BRA  and  its  consultants  made  their  first  neighborhood  presentation  to 
the  SEPAC  Executive  Board.   At  that  time  it  was  contemplated  that  SEPAC  would 
assist  the  Authority  with  the  financial  settlement  of  the  South  End  Urban 
Renewal  Project.   Toward  this  end  a  contract,  budget,  and  scope  of  work  were 
drawn  up,  negotiated,  and  agreed  to.   A  memorandum  to  the  BRA  Board  was 
drafted  authorizing  the  Authority  to  execute  a  consultant  contract  with  SEFAC. 
On  two  successive  Board  meetings  in  July  and  August  1978,  SEPAC  requested  in 
writing  and  verbally  that  this  memorandum  be  withdrawn.   It  was  never  resub- 
mitted. 

3.  Public  Hearing,  April  26,  1979 

Approximately  200  people  attended  this  Hearing.   Twenty-five  individuals 
signed  cards  indicating  they  wished  to  testify.   Eighteen  people  gave  public 
testimony  which  was  duly  recorded  by  a  stenographer  (a  summary  of  their 
comments  appear  in  this  section  and  the  full  transcript  is  available  for 
examination  at  the  BRA) .   Several  of  those  signees  either  passed  or  had  left 
the  auditorium  when  called  upon  by  the  chair.   Although  a  three  minute  time 
limit  was  requested,  it  proved  infeasible  and  unenforceable  and  was  abandoned. 
With  the  exception  of  one  person  all  those  who  wished  to  testify  had  the 
opportunity.   The  individual  who  was  unable  to  testify  because  of  time  con- 
straints was  asked  to  submit  his  comments  in  writing. 


447 


4.   Recognition  of  Cominunity  Groups 

The  BRA.  recognizes  any  group  of  South  End  residents  or  organization  which 
attempt  to  accomplish  a  task  consonant  with  the  goals  of  the  Urban  Renewal 
Plan,  and  will  meet  with  and  cooperate  to  the  fullest  extent  possible. 

Housing 

1.  Compliance  with  Goals  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan 

It  is  the  purpose  of  Urban  Renewal  in  the  South  End  to  substantially 
upgrade  housing  conditions  such  that  residents  will  have  access  to  affordable, 
safe  and  decent  housing.   Toward  this  end  the  BRA  has  sponsored  4315  ijinits  of 
subsidized  housing,  approximately  1000  units  more  than  the  Plan  originally 
called  for . 

This  housing  was  built  to  ensure  the  stability  of  the  historical  racial , 
ethnic  ajid  social-economic  mix  which  distinguishes  the  South  End.   The  Consen- 
sus Survey  clearly  shows  that  this  mix  has  been  preserved  through  the  urban 
renewal  experience.   This  proportionately  high  amo\int  of  governmenu-assisted 
housing  stands  as  the  single  greatest  counterforce  to  some  of  the  deleterious 
effects  of  gentrif ication . 

2.  City  Housing  Policy  and  Percentage  of  Subsidy 

The  South  End  has  on  a  proportional  basis  the  highest  percentage  of 
subsidized  housing  in  any  Boston  neighborhood.   Government-assisted  housing 
comprises  nearly  40%  of  the  estimated  13,000-plus  dwelling  units  in  the 
neighborhood. 

This  fact  is  the  chief  reason  why  the  South  End  is  no  longer  designated  by 
the  City  as  a  priority  area  for  subsidy  and  why  no  South  End  census  tracts  are 
included  in  the  City's  Housing  Assistance  Plan  (HAP). 

There  are  additional  reasons  for  no  longer  giving  priority  to  subsidize 
development  in  this  community: 

— as  previously  mentioned,  the  BRA  has  met  the  goals  of  the  1966 
Urban  Renewal  Plan; 

— other  neighborhoods  have  a  greater  need  for  these  subsidies; 

— the  large  number  of  financially  unsound  or  foreclosed  developments 
in  the  South  End  make  it  a  higher  priority  to  stabilize  existing 
develoments,  rather  than  build  new  ones. 
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3.  Infill  Housing 

The  Authority  has  long  recognized  the  blighting  effect  all  abandoned 
infill  sites  have  upon  the  neighborhood  and  is  continuing  to  negotiate  with 
HUD,  the  owner  of  these  sites,  for  their  demolition.   Two  of  the  sites  were  of 
such  magnitude  that  they  were  treated  as  major  parcels  in  this  assessment. 
The  Authority  remains  committed  to  clearance  and  redevelopment  on  all  South 
End  infill  sites. 

4.  Tent  City 

This  is  one  of  the  largest  and  most  controversial  future  housing  sites  in 
the  South  End.   In  view  of  the  City's  Housing  Policy,  development  guidelines 
call  for  mixed  income  housing  with  approximately  25%  of  those  units  falling 
within  rental  subsidy  category.   BRA  staff  is  currently  working  with  the  Tent 
City  Task  Force  and  other  concerned  groups  to  develop  a  program  which  incor- 
porates moderate  income  home  ownership.   It  is  expected  that  there  will  be  a 
market  rate  rental  component  as  well. 

Response  to  Comments  Submitted 
on  Commercial  Development  Issues 

Questions  were  raised  at  both  the  Public  Hearing  and  in  written  comments 
submitted  concerning  the  ability  of  the  South  End  to  absorb  177,000  sq.  ft.  of 
new  commercial  development  without  resulting  in  adverse  economic  effects  to 
existing  small  businesses.   The  figure,  as  Technical  Appendix  C  points  out, 
assumes  that  commercial  development  will  take  place  on  all  of  the  nineteen 
major  parcels  designated  for  commercial  development.   As  the  document  infers, 
development  of  that  magnitude  is  unlikely  in  the  near  term.   Two  of  the  major 
commercial  reuse  parcels,  Northampton  and  Washington  and  Washington  and 
Rutland,  are  rated  as  only  fair  in  market  feasibility  while  other  major  par- 
cels, such  as  the  New  Carter  School  Site,  are  rated  as  moderate.   When  new 
commercial  development  does  occur  it  will  most  probably  take  place  over  a  long 
period  of  time,  since  the  Washington  Street  Corridor  will  await  the  removal  of 
the  El  and  the  development  of  ReplacemLent  Transit  Service  before  it  becomes 
suitable  for  new  development. 

Despite  these  important  caveats  to  the  commercial  development  forecasts, 
the  E.I.S.  recognizes  the  potential  adverse  economic  effects  to  existing  small 
businesses.   A  mitigation  m.easure  suggested  in  the  E.I.S.  to  benefit  small 
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businesses  was  the  use  of  Small  Business  Administration  (SBA)  and  Office  of 
iMinority  Businesses  Enterprise  (OMBE)  loans  and  technical  assistance  to  enable 
them  to  become  more  efficient  and  competitive.   (P.  224) 

It  should  further  be  notad  that  the  Consensus  Survey  found  that  a  majority 
of  South  End  residents  complained  about  the  quality  of  existing  retail  estab- 
lishments in  the  neighborhood  and  favored  new  and/or  expanded  commercial 
activity  in  the  neighborhood.   (P.  92) 

Questions  were  also  raised  in  the  written  comments  about  the  inclusion  of 
planned  or  probable  adjacent  development,  such  as  Copley  Place  and  Southwest 
Corridor  Development  Parcel  18  in  the  real  estate  market  assessment  portion  of 
the  E.I.S.   Such  developments  were  heavily  factored  into  the  feasibility 
assessment  found  in  the  E.I.S.   The  assessment  found  on  page  94-95  of  the 
Draft  E.I.S.  is  one  example  of  this.   The  parcel  specific  feasibility  assess- 
ment includes  a  niimber  of  other  examples  of  identifying  the  relationship 
between  the  nineteen  major  reuse  parcels  and  other  relevant  development 
plans. 

Response  to  Comments  Submitted  on 
Methodology  Issues  in  Impact  Forecasting 

Questions  were  raised  during  the  course  of  the  public  hearing  concerning 
the  techniques  and  methods  which  were  employed  in  forecasting  development 
costs  and  tax  generation.   Specifically,  issue  was  raised  concerning  the 
disparity  between  development  costs  found  in  the  matrices  and  the  figures  used 
in  the  aggregate  assessment  of  impacts  for  major  parcels  such  as  the  New 
Carter  School  Site.   The  figures  used  in  the  matrix  assume  a  maximuim  level  of 
development  allowable  under  existing  land  use  regulations  while  the  aggregate 
impact  assessment  was  based  upon  the  practical  level  of  development  presented 
in  the  market  feasibility  assessment.   This  methodology  is  discussed  on  p.  231 
in  the  document.   A  discussion  of  the  assumptions  used  in  the  assessment  of 
many  of  the  impact  measures  is  found  on  pages  225-230  in  the  report.   The 
methodology  employed  is  very  similar  to  that  used  by  both  the  BRA  and  the 
Southwest  Corridor  Development  Project  Team  to  forecast  developm.ent  effects  on 
development  parcels  in  the  South  End  and  adjacent  areas. 
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Response  to  Comments  Submitted 
on  Transportation  Issues 

The  technical  comments  made  in  the  letter  from  the  South  End  Committee  on 
Transportation  raised  issues  such  as  the  adequacy  of  #43  bus  service  on 
Tremont  Street  and  the  chronology  of  events  leading  to  the  cancellation  of  the 
South  End  Bypass.   These  have  been  noted.   farther,  the  comments  made  concern- 
ing Washington  Street  Transit,  particularly  the  need  to  reserve  an  adequate 
right-of-way  for  potential  LRV  service  along  the  street,  have  also  been  noted 
for  future  development  plans  along  the  corridor.   The  removal  of  the  "El"  and 
the  development  of  replacement  transit  service  along  Washington  Street  has 
been  prominently  factored  into  the  assessment  of  future  development  actons 
along  the  Washington  Street  Corridor. 

Response  to  Comments  on  Open  Space 
1.   Urban  Gardens 

The  EIS  calls  for  the  retention  of  two  existing  gardens  which  are  pre- 
sently situated  on  major  parcels.   These  are  the  garden  on  East  Berkeley 
Street  and  the  garden  behind  the  Saranac  building  on  Parcel  PB-4  (the  existing 
Carter  School  site). 

The  future  of  existing  gardens  will  depend  upon  the  timing  and  feasibility 
of  future  development.   The  BRA  will  consider  the  possibility  of  designating 
some  of  the  existing  sites  as  permanent  gardens.   The  evaluative  criteria 
are: 

a.  Suitability  of  the  given  parcel  to  other  feasible 
development  which  would  provide  needed  housing, 
commercial  revitalization,  industry  and  job  de- 
velopment, all  of  which  would  contribute  to  in- 
creasing Boston's  inadequate  tax  base. 

b.  Proximity  of  a  given  parcel  to  other  open  space, 
particularly  other  gardens  as  well  as  neighborhood 
parks  and  playgrounds. 

c.  Proximity  of  a  given  parcel  to  other  less 
marketable  or  developable  land,  public  or  private, 
which  might  be  developed  as  a  substitute  garden. 

d.  Level  of  community  involvement  and  commitment  to 
a  particular  garden. 


451 


Relationship  of  Financial  Settlement  to 
Completion  of  Public  Improvements 

Several  comments  address  the  issue  of  delaying  close-out  until  all  public 
improvements  called  for  in  the  Plan  have  been  completed.   The  Housing  and 
Community  Development  Act  of  1974  phased  out  urban  renewal  f-unds  which  might 
have  paid  for  these  unfunded  improvements.   In  order  to  qualify  for  other 
federal  funding  sources  such  as  Urgent  Need  Grants,  HUD  is  requiring  the  City 
of  Boston  to  financially  settle  all  of  its  Urban  Renewal  Projects.   Thus 
close-out  is  a  necessary  step  to  receiving  monies  which  will  enable  the  BRA  to 
complete  planned  public  improvements. 

Miscellaneous 

1.  Response  to  Mendel  Miller's  Center — 

BRA  staff  is  currently  working  with  Mr.  Miller  to  resolve  this  problem. 

2.  Committee  to  Preserve  Pembroke  Street 

The  BRA  acknowledges  the  claims  of  PerrJDroke  Street  residents  and  will  give 
high  priority  to  finding  a  funding  source  which  will  restore  the  street  and 
sidewalk  surfaces  to  a  safe  and  attractive  condiricn. 

3.  West  Newton  St.  (between  Columbus  and  Tremont)  has  been  reconstructed 
and  was  mistakenly  included  in  the  inventory  of  Public  Improvements  on  page 
215. 

4.  The  figure  $45,730,248  for  construction  costs  for  the  mixed  use  com- 
mercial alternative  for  parcel  15,15  (p.  104)  should  read  $4,573,025. 
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